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FOREWORD 
JESUS AND HISTORY 


one, unless we are much mistaken, will be able to read 
this book, which deals with an extremely delicate subject, 
without recognizing the calm detachment of the author. From the 
very beginning of the book the reader will observe, in the tllumin- 
ating account of the various stages through which the study of 
Christian origins has passed, of the difficulties which it has had to 
surmount, of its progress and of the obscurities and gaps in which 
the subject abounds, the author's complete and easy mastery of 
this vast mass of material. The result of this achievement of 
accurate scholarship and profound reflection is to give the reader 
@ reassuring sense of authority in the presence of such a master- 
piece of historical research. 

Professor Guignebert has dealt with his subject in a spirit of 
complete historical detachment, avoiding alike a dogmatic pre- 
judgment of the question at issue and a rationalistic bias. “ The 
historian must permit himself to be swayed by no other pre- 
supposition save that he may believe nothing and that he knows 
nothing, he is nothing more than a seeker” (p. 411). He is in 
search of “‘ historical truth,” and “relies upon nothing save 
teatual sources” (p. 315). 

The thorough and exemplary study of the textual sources which 
characterizes Professor Guignebert's work possesses a twofold 
interest, as we shall immediately see. Even the negative results 
of his ewamination yield a positive value. 

Pagan and Jewish literature contains hardly any information 
about Jesus; we are obliged to depend entirely upon Christian 
evidence, But criticism reveals the fact that the sources ta which 
inquiry is necessarily confined are, as a whole, marked by tendency 
and naive distortion. Before using them, and indeed tn the very 
act of using them throughout his book, our author points out the 
“ Christological ” attitude which was produced by the state of mind 
of the disciples, the first converts, and subsequently of the founders 
of Christianity. The subjective phenomenon of the appearances 
of Jesus after his death resulted in “a complete change of per- 

ix 
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spective”; attention turned from the resurrection to the nativity. 
As Guignebert acutely points out, the reading back of the deifica- 
tion of Jesus into his career involved the assumption of a miraculous 
life and Messianic utterances.* Thus faith wove a reversed woof 
upon which post-apostolic speculation and Christian apologetic 
embroidered their patiern. Against ‘‘ the objections of unbeliev- 
ers" and the “ cavils of opponents” an unassailable conviction 
ingenuously its own “* proofs” ; ‘‘ what ought to have happened 
did happen; what ought to have been said was said.” * 

Nothing could be stranger than this constructive process, the 
result of collective emotion, of ecstasy, of overvaluation, to wse 
Guignebert’s term, which, beginning with the oral tradition, con- 
tinued up to the year 50 at least, and was carried on in the successive 
development of the sources. But ‘‘ there is nothing in this study 
which should surprise the religious historian” (p. 535); and the 
history of religion has much to gain from it. The direct result of 
a century of scientific research with which liberal interpretation 
has been occupied, is the explanation of the origins of the Christian 
faith. The negative results of criticism as far as the life of Jesus 
ts concerned have yielded a positive contribution to the history of 
Christianity. Professor Guignebert tells us that the Gospels and 
the lpologetic literature do not introduce us ‘‘ inte the historical 
plane.” * By this we must understand the history of actual 
events. We are on another plane, that of the history of beliefs, 
a history based on the study of the religious mentality. 

That which impels Guignebert to set the reality of history over 
against the purpose of the Gospels, the methods of hagiography, 
apologetic, the credal dogmatic scheme, in short the whole of the 
“ Christology,” is his preoccupation as a historian with the life 
and teaching of Jesus. It is this which he has in mind when he 
points to “ the desert of our knowledge” (p. 55), the dark gaps 
in our information” (p. 183), Belief in Christ has obliterated the 
details of his earthly life in order to clear the way for the construc- 
tion of a mythical personality: “Jesus has been sacrificed to 
Christ” (p. 25). 

Nevertheless it is not necessary to abandon the attempt to arrive 
at reality. The historian who is determined not to invent what he 
dors not know has only one course open to him: he must“ examine 
each individual episode, each parable, each logion, and endeavour 
by a careful comparison of the attendant circumstances as they are 
gtven by the various accounts, and of the terms in which they are 
expressed, to eliminate the accretions and recover the essential 
mature of the source. Even when this perilous process is com- 
pleted we are obliged to be content with probabilities, based on the 

1P, 598. +P, 290. *P. 489, +P. 431, 
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study of the environment in which the life of Jesus was lived. . . . 
A thankless task, beset with anxiety and whose results must. 
always be subject to question” (p. 61). Throughout the book 
Guignebert handles his material with extreme caution, avoiding 
“* pseudo-logical constructions and ill-advised inductions” (p. 
296): “what is improbable ts not necessarily true.” If a state- 
ment represents merely his own impression he tells us so, and never 
fails to indicate an trremediable lack of evidence: “* We do not, 
nor shall we ever know. . 

But Jesus actually lived : that much may be affirmed with 
certainty ; the hypothesis of his non-existence is a paradox, The 
growth of “ the mythical element” about the figure of Jesus takes 
tts rise in his “ humanity” (pp. 75, 95). By bringing together 
the scanty and scattered hints, “* the meagre fragments of human 
reality” (pp. 185, 537), Guignebert has succeeded in sketching the 
outlines of the figure of the historical Jesus, or rather, shall we say, 
in evoking his ‘ reflection”’ (p. 186). 


“ Jesus was born somewhere in Galilee during the reign of 
ustus, of a poor family which embraced half a dozen children 
i 8 himself.’ “ He grew up among his brothers and sisters 
in his village of Galilee”’ (p. 134); and his “ sccret life” cannot 
have been marked by any unusual features. Doubiless he worked 
with his hands, both as craftsman and peasant (p. 134). No 
doubt he attended the elementary school attached to the synagogue, 
where he learnt to read and study the Law, the Torah (p. 136). 
In the synagogue he listened to expositions of the Scriptures, and 
perhaps his religion found its familiar nourishment in the Psalms 
and the Prophets. He spoke Aramaic. It cannot be stated with 
certainty that he knew Hebrew, but at all events he was unacquainted 
with Greek and Greek modes of thought (p. 139). But the Messianic 
belief, prevalent in Galilee, may “ at an early age have become 
‘ingrained 1n the religious consciousness of Jesus” (p. 142). 
Was the “call” of Jesus due to external causes? It is 
impossible to indicate with any certainty the influences which might 
have produced it. The relations of Jesus with John the Baptist 
are obscure (pp. 150-63): “ tt is entirely probable that he should 
have come to John's baptism” (p. 157). In any case, John was 
not his master in any real sense: Jesus “ adopts different ways, 
speaks with a different emphasis, uses other methods of action. 
He leaves the desert and travels round the towns of Galilee; he 
mingles with the life of the people, abandons ascetic practices and 
refuses to baptize” (p. 161). 
Nothing is known of his outward appearance. Of his mental 
1P, 182, 
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condition it may be said, in spite of the psychiatrists, professional 
or amateur (p. 170), that there is no evidence for regarding his as 
a pathological case: he was an “ enthusiast,” “' subject to mis- 
leading illusions” (p. 175). He was “ fundamentally opti- 
mistic’’ (p. 178). Ali things are possible to him that believeth. 
His peasant simplicity and lack of culture were not incompatible 
with the possesston of a keen natural intelligence. The naiuralness, 
the delicacy, the freshness of Jesus’ character, his kindliness, his 
tolerance, “ sober, but appealing virtues" (p. 180-1), have left 
their mark on the Gospel narrative. His behaviour conveys the 
impression of balance and good sense (p. 181). And if a profound 
religious feeling, “a deep and sincere faith” (p. 217), fill his 
entire consciousness and radiate from him,” 1 if his mission fills 
the whole horizon of his life, he does not seem to have demanded 
the renunciation of an ordinary life, or to have held it up to con- 
tempt: on the contrary his religious feeling “‘ seems to intensify 
and illuminate life, to enhance its dignity and worth as a work 
of God, a preparation for and carnest of Ilts Supreme Work” 
(p. 182). 

Thus at the beginning of his short career Jesus makes a tour of 
Galilee: “‘ his characteristics arc those of a nabi, of a man who 
bears a message.” Ie announces the near approach of the 
Kingdom of God. He does it without violence, “‘ without denuncia- 
tions of the oppressors of Isracl” (p. i). Hence, at the outset, 
he causts no uncasiness to the 

Partaking in the outlook of his cqaironnal he regarded the 
working of wonders “ as an essential element in the life of a man 
of Gud” (p. 197), and wrought “ miracles,” which he attributed to 
the divine “ dynamis"’: in point of fact, this dynamis displayed 
ttself in proportion to the degree of confidence which he inspired, 
and was the product of this very faith (p. 203). 

In all probability we shall not be far from the truth if we limit 
the career of Jesus to a period of a few months, perhaps three or 
four (p. 211), Although he may have gained, in Galilee, the 
sympathy gf the humble and pious, the anavim, the “ poor in 
Israel" (pp. 349, 368), his preaching was too spiritual to rouse the 
enthusiasm of the masses, and it stirred up the ill-will and enmity 
of the lawycrs, the scribes and all the Jews of importance (pp. 
214,217), He only succeeded in attaching to himself “a handful 
of disciples,” swayed by the force of his personality (pp. 218, 223). 
“ The impression is created" that he perceives both his failure in 
Galilee and the growing hostility of the authorities (p. 224). After 
some uncertain journeyings to and fro, in the course of which he 

'P. 188; cf. pp. 247-8 (" His religion is hia whole life and God is 
the very breath of his being **). 
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may have reached Phenicia, he sums up his courage and decides 
to go up to Jerusalem. There and not in Galilean villages was his 
part to be played: in the city of David must the Kingdom of God 
be set up (p. 228). 

If we ask what was the nature of his teaching, the reply would 
seem. to be that it was something very simple, “a spontancous out- 
pouring,” the free expression of his faith, which was not so much a 
belief as a conviction. And he expresses this faith, born of the 
people and addressing itself to the people, in homely speech, full 
of similes, proverbs and parables. 

Brought up on the sacred books of his people, Jesus remains 
“ deeply rooted in the religion of his ancestors” (pp. 304, 310). 
Inasmuch, however, as he s not a theologian, and is a mystic, he 
instinctively reverts to the underlying ideal, which doctrinc enfeebles 
by the very fact of fixing tt; he tends to remove the emphasts from 
formalism. For him love of God is the supreme law, and the God 
to be loved is a Father, “a father who is always ready to temper 
authority with mercy and tenderness” (p. 364). 

He did not believe himself to be the Messiah; he did not 
announce himself as such—still less as a Messiah doomed to 
suffer and die for men, as a Saviour. Ie proclaims that the great 
hope ts to be realized, and he believes that its realization is very 
close at hand (pp. 323, 346). It is his function as herald of the 
Kingdom that he is conscious of above all others ; his great mission, 
as he sees it, is to proclaim the Glad Tidings (p. 324). 

How did Jesus conceive the Kingdom’ Faithful to the 
prophetic tradition, he looked for its appearance upon carth, 
amongst the living, by means of the installation of a new order, 
It is impossible to determine his exact idea of the ‘‘ marvellous 

phenomenon,” but he seems to have had no expectation of the 
terrific prodigies predicted by the ancient prophecies, What he 
foresaw was “ a material realization of divine justice and human 
happiness, a state of visible and tangible blessedness for the true 
children of the Kingdom” (p. 352). 

It is certain that the problem of universalism did not present 
tiself to his mind ; what he was looking towards was the fulfilment 
of the promises made specifically to Isracl. But he thought of it 
in relation to the individual rather than the nation. The King- 
dom, for him, has nothing political about it, nothing strictly 
nationalistic. His fundamental idea is that the individual must 
make himself ready in expectation of the Great Day, must prove 
himself worthy of the gift of Jahweh by living according to his 
will, must “be born again” by metancia. 

It must be emphasized that there is nothing doctrinal in this 
preaching of moral reform. It is the soul of Jesus that speake. 
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The virtues he exalts, and that for him ions saintliness— 
purity, humility, gentleness, charity, simplicity of heart, forgive- 
ness of injuries—all spring from love. Man will be judged by 
the inclinations of his heart (p. 375). One must love one's neigh- 
bour, even though he be a sinner, as oneself, for to love him is to 
love God (p. 377). Perfect metanoia requires a complete detach- 
ment from all worldly interests in view of the imminence of the 
Kingdom. Jesus has no interest in anything—politics, law, 
material civilization, culture—connected with the continuance of 
the world as it is. But his natural moderation makes him admit 
“* transitional phases in the progress towards the state of perfection 
in God” (p. 382). There is in his moral teaching an absolute 
element that is bound up with his religious faith, but in his attitude 
towards men a tolerance that iz inseparable from his tender and 
compassionate nature. 

This element of love may, in the subsequent course of events, 
have acted like a“ ferment” (p. 387). But the teaching of Jesus 
was never intended for the future (p. 405). It was against all his 
expectations that the world continued to eist, and the religion that 
issued from the “ scandal of the cross” was a new thing in relation 
to him, and quite unforeseen by him. 

And now let us imagine Jesus going up to Jerusalem with his 
trusting little band of disciples. He is going to seek the “ great 
miracle,” probably just at Easter. 

Everything connected with his end has suffered especial 
transmutation into “ sacred history,” and there is not much in 
tt that factual history can salvage. The account is obviously 
designed to lay the guilt on the Jews and clear the Procurator.. 
The latter, Pontius Pilate, was a firm, conscientious, well-meaning 
administrator, but one who had had trouble with his subordinates 
and suspecied them of animosity (pp. 415-16). “ The truth, if 
we may endeavour to distinguish it, . .. appears to be this: 
Jesus was arresicd by the Roman police, probably on the accusation 
of the Temple officials, as a Messianic prophet. He was brought 
before the Procurator, and either confessed his belief as to his 
mission, or was convicted on easily obtainable evidence. Nobody 
defended him,” because his arrest had robbed him of all prestige 
(p. 471). He was crucified (p. 479). The details that surround 
his death “ lie outside the plane of history” (p. 488). 

In short, “* Jesus was arrested, tried, condemned, and executed. 
That is all of which we are certain" (p. 489). 


This historical Jesus, Guignebert has illuminated largely by 
means of his background, his physical and social setting. As 
IP, 465. 
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regards his physical environment, the “intimate presence of a 
smiling and bountiful Nature, from which he was separated by 
no iniellectual preoccupation,” the “* facilities of material existence 
in fruitful Galilee,” + had something to do, we may be sure, with his 
fundamental optimism, as also with that spontaneity, that fresh- 
belt of imagery to which the Gospel tesisfies." As regards the 

milieu, Jesus grew up amongst the common people, far from 
theologians, probably outside all sects, ascetic and g wat oe 
alike, and certainly beyond the influence of Hellenism. In this 
Galilean community, simplicity of mind found its ha; 
pensation in vitality of faith (p. 142). Jesus absorbed from tta 
store of current beliefs that were in the best and purest tradition 
of Pharisaism. For if it is true that he condemned the bad 
Pharisee, ¢ in whom devotion has become formalistic and ‘ warped,” 
it is no less so that his own ardent piety and justice are the 
very characteristics, inherited from the Prophets, of the good. 
Pharisee.* 

But Jesus was something more than this; there was in him 
the inspiration of the prophets themselves, and their independence. 
He is a belated scion of the prophets of Israel,‘ of the n*bi’im, 
those inspired men who moulded the conscience of their people, 
sustained its religious exaltation, and developed its moral genius— 
the men who made of Jahweh, first, a just god, and then the one 
God, the God of absolute justice who should one day establish the 
Divine City. Vol. wxvtit of this series, “ From the Prophets to 
Jesus,’ has shown the evolution of the prophetic sirain.® Al 
first pugnacious, violent and nationalistic, it became in time 
humanized, and henceforth there were two tendencies in Israel, 
two conceptions of the Day of Jahweh. Universalism was already 
implied in the belief that Jahweh's love of justice was stronger 
even than hia love of his own people.* Jesus, the last of the pro- 
phets, is “ orthodox, at least in intention, with regard to the Law 
and the Temple.” But the Spirit of God which he feels within him 

1 La Galilee » J. Kessel, Matin, Dec. &, 1932. 

*We may ol serve here that if Guignebert avoids an “ easy pic- 
turesqueness " (p. 185), happy touches here and there evoke the physical 
setting and show a direct acquaintance with it. 

*See pp. 899-405. Cf. Chantepie de la Saussaye, Manuel d'Hivtoire 
des Religions, p. 248. 

*See vol. xxvii and xxviii. This recalls the phrase of enviar 
concerning the t: of Pessonallt bat itive, strict, narrow, strong, 
high. minded, which. « has produced rf sed Peligious manifestations of whieh 
the power is a perhaps still making itself felt after four thousand years,” 

. xxvii, Foreword, p. xv, n. 4 

me It will appear shortly, but, to our great regret, it has not been 
Possible to publish it before the present volume. 

* Cf. Causse, Israét et la vision de f Humanité, p. 118. 
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gives to hie scriptural inspiration a quality of originality. “ He 
ia a Messianic prophet who seems to have spoken litle, if at all, 
of the Messiah, and who sounded no call to arms.” He puts the 
emphasis upon inner regeneration and the law of love, “ key to 
the coming Kingdom.” He takes the religion of the prophets and 
moulds it into a religion of the heart. “ His ts a beautiful religious 
spirit full of generous humanity” (p. 405). 

For the better understanding of his character, one might compare 
him with “ those great religious innovators, Mahomet, Francis of 
Assisi, Ignatius Loyola—men who cannot be derived from one 
seet or one trend, but are the products rather of a whole environ- 
ment, from which their personal temperaments spontaneously 
selected the clements which were to form their religious character 
and mould their activity” (p. 404). 


After the arrest of Jesus “an access of despair” caused the 
disciples to disperse (p. 177). The death of the Master, the failure 
uf his dreams, for the moment succeeded in shaking their faith. 
But tt had not weakened their love for him, for his pure and winning 
personality. In Galilee, whither they had fled in their bewilder- 
ment, grief and discouragement, and where everything reminded 
them of Jesus, they were conscious of a great emptiness and of a kind 
of anxious expectation. It nceded only “ apparitions”? to revive 
their faith. Guignebert has demonstrated the psychological mechan- 
ism of these: the tension of desire, in men “ at once simple and 
mystical,” and the tendency, especially natural to the Jew, to cling 
desperately to hope! Jesus still lived in them ; subjective visions 
made him live again outside them. Peter, above all, on account 
of his keenly sensitive temperament and peculiarly ardent faith, 
was predisposed to sec him.* 

From this point everything hinges on this fact of the Resurrec- 
tion, and all the narratives have to be adapted to tt. Here com- 
mences the history of Christianity ; and here, too, that process of 
syncretism which is to project, in the Gospel, its own results back 
into what preceded. 

Guignebert has placed great stress upon “‘ the valuable notion 
of syncretism” (p. 8), and has shown that it is applicable even 
to this Palestinian world, which was so long believed to have been 
exempt from external influences. In previous volumes (wi, The 
Greek Spirit in Religion, and av, Macedonian Imperialism and the 
Hellenization of the Orient) we have established the progress of 


1Cf, Kreglinger, L'évolution religieuse de PHumanite, p. 101. 

2 Sce p, 522 f.: the vision of Peter is here explained in a very striking 
manner, 

4 See pp. 501 f. «Cf. Causse, op. cit., pp. 30, 88, 102, 
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the work of syncretization, the influence of the Orient, the develop- 
ment of mysticism, the hope of salvation, and the expectation of a 
Saviour who should die and rise again for men.’ Similar tenden- 
cies, at once individualistic and universalistic, of the Hellen- 
istic and Jewish worlds, converge on the origins of Christianity 
“ Tt was on Greek sotl, in the atmosphere of the salvation mystery 
cults and of the syncretistic movement, that this great ‘ mythifica- 
tion’ of Jesus and the Gospel was effected" (p. 75). 


This book, which is of great importance from various points 
of view, appears to confirm the account of religion tn general, and 
of religious evolution, given in our Foreword to vol. x. 

It brings us to the culminating moment of a’long moral crisis, 
which is marked by the intensification, in the eastern Mediterranean, 
of the dual activity of syncretism *—on the one hand, a contingent 
and purely receptive activity, consisting in the juxtaposition or 
fusion of beliefs and practices from various sources, on the other, 
an intellectual activity, depending upon the progress of the 
ideas of monotheism and universalism, and the humanization of 
ethics. 

It shows us clearly the essential necessity that understanding 
as the foundation of action (which ts the psychological root of 
religion, and has its origin in the individual) should free itself 
From all institutional and social limitations, and return to a state 
of nature, so to speak, in which a doctrine of new significance for 
the destiny of the individual can develop, consolidate itself into a 
Church, and become socialized in the State.* 

Finally, we find here, in the person of Jesus, a striking example 
of the creative power of certain gifted beings.* But in addition, 
thanks to the progress of historical criticism, we are enabled to 
understand the peculiar and ambiguous nature of the influence 
ewercised by Jesus. He exercised an influence on the subsequent 
course of history which was both direct and indirect. His power 
of moral attraction, an influence that made itsclf felt, in cerlain 
cases, even beyond the grave, in short, the faith that he inspired— 
for the reason that he himself was filled with a simple and over- 
whelming faith, with that faith, in short, that is the undying essence 
of all religion ‘—made on the souls of men an impression of which 

‘See vol. xi, Foreword, pp. xxii, xl. 

* Cf. Causse, op. cit, pp. 92, 11 

* See vol. xi, Foreword, pp. xxii, xxx-xxxili, 

“Qn the relations between religion and society, sec vol. xi, Fore- 
word, p. xxxv. Cf. in vol. xxxi, The End of the Ancient Werld and the 
Begianing of be Middle Ages, an interesting and penetrating study by 

* Cf. a xi, p. xxxviii. * [bid., p. xli. 
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the effects, near and remote, would have astonished him. His 
transfigured person became the centre of a doctrine which he himself 
had neither foreseen nor desired. Christianity issued from Christ ; 
but it cannot be said that he was its founder.» 


HENRI BERR. 


‘See pp. 585-6. Cf. H. Delacroix, La Religion et la Foi, pp. 482 
(“ Christological dogma was the expression of what Christ meant to the 
Christian conscience. The Christ of theology and dogma was evolved 
little by little from the inspiring memory of Jesus "), 483-7. 


JESUS 


INTRODUCTION 
A 
THE PROBLEM OF THE ORIGINS OF CHRISTIANITY : 
at THE PAST AND THE PRESENT 


work is a contribution is that of the birth of the Christian 
religion and its establishment in the ancient world. 

‘he triumph of Christianity, its persistence, and even its 
power of propagating itself, are largely the result of causes 
which do not depend upon its origins ; like every other human 
institution, it has maintained itself through the course of the 
ages by means of transformation and adaptation.! Neverthe- 
less, it is to its origins that we must go in order to determine 
its fundamental characteristics, and consequently to understand 
the spirit and direction of its development. 

The belief that Christianity came into being and has sur- 
vived in a different manner from the various other religions 
which have, before and after it, shared the allegiance of the 
hearts of men; that it has been exempt from the laws that 
regulate them all, and the chances that sway them; that its 
nature is unique and exclusive—is a religious belief, worthy of 
respect for the feeling that inspires it, still possessing a certain 
practical (or pragmatic) interest, but nevertheless historically 
erroneous, Ever since investigators, unbiased by religious 
motives, first applied themselves to the study of the problem of 
Christianity, not one has failed to reach the fundamental con- 
elusion that the traditional explanation, the orthodox account 
of Christian origins, will not bear critical examination. As 
Opposed to this negative conclusion, many different and even 
contradictory theories have been offered in place of the one 

1 The author has developed this statement in three essays entitled ; 
L'évolution des dogmes, Paris, 1910; Le christianisme antique, 1921; 
Le christianisme médiéval et moderne, 1922. 
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diseredited, but when put to the test none has yet finally proved 
itself acceptable in its entirety. 

There is no reason for astonishment in this, and still less 
hope of turning it to the advantage of the traditional view. 
Since science is, in essence, the process of approximation to- 
wards perfection, it is therefore always changing, and the more 
it learns and understands, the more it is compelled to alter its 
standpoints, to regroup the constituent elements which its 
analysis has isolated, and to modify the patterns which had 
seemed to emerge from the devclopment of the facts, and which 
served as the basis of their organization. In other words, it 
is continually forced to destroy and rebuild its explanatory 
scheme, which is thus never anything but provisional. It does 
not follow that nothing remains of each of its successive attempts 
at synthesis, stil} less that the facts it has established, the 
empirical conclusions it has laid down, lose any of their cer- 
tainty. Because, for instance, the exegetes have, as the result 
of their researches, put forward conflicting explanations of the 

rowth of the “ Easter faith,’ the contradictions and impossi- 

ilities which they have found in the gospel accounts of the 
resurrection of Christ do not thercby become any more con- 
sistent or probable. Again, from the fact that one scholar has 
proposed a theory which more complete information causes 
another tu reject, and has risked a hypothesis which is after- 
wards secn to be too ambitious or too frail, it would be wrong 
to conchide that these gropings, these unsatisfactory experi- 
ments, these unsucecssful attempts, prove that the history of 
ancient Christianity is doomed to irremediable uncertainty. 
No doubt the study of the subject will never discover all that 
could be wished, but its patient endeavours, even those that 
seem only futile and disappointing, are slowly but surely bring- 
ing into relicf and order the solid grounds of a completely 
satisfying explanation. 

Such an explanation, indeed, is not entirely in the making. 
A considerable part of it is ulready achieved and may be said 
to be substantially unassailable. The number of important 
points and general principles on which independent scholars 
secm to have reached a definite agreement, already deserves 
respect and inspires confidence. The faets to be studied are 
complicated and confused; our means of approaching and 
unrayelling them sre treacherous and difficult to handle. This 








The Catholic apologists have not, however, given up this hope, 
witness the book of Father Lagrange, Le sens du christianieme dapris 
Pexegése allemande, Paris, 1918. The method followed in this work 
seems hardly admissible. 
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is being increasingly recognized, and its realization constitutes 
an important guarantee of progress. 

We need not refer to the orthodox outline of Christian 
origins ; it is a matter of common knowledge. Nor would an 
enumeration of all the successive opinions with regard to the 
whole problem of Christianity that have been held by modern 
historians for more or less brief periods yield a gain commen- 
surate with the expenditure of time involved.!| We shall only 
indicate here in broad outline the differences between the his- 
torical account that prevailed towards the end of the nincteenth 
century and that which tends to be accepted today. 

It was natural that, as soon as their science attained self- 
consciousness, towards the end of the eighteenth century, the 
critics should have first set themselves to the examination of 
the Gospels and the study of the figure of Jesus, They were 
still too much dominated by the traditional views not to believe 
that to understand Christianity was, essentially, to understand 
Christ, and on the other hand, they were too uncertain of their 
method, too ignorant of the religious life of the Orient to put 
the fact of Christianity in its true perspective; hence they 
confined their study of it to that which it appeared to be, that 
is to say, a Jewish movement subsequently extended to the 
Greco-Roman world. This point of view prevailed in general 
throughout the nineteenth century. Scholars worked desper- 
ately to ‘restore the historical Christ.” They sought in the 
most praiseworthy way to discover in Israel the whole secret 
of the Christian movement, to trace in the evolution of Greco- 
Roman thought the ideas and tendencies which prepared the 
way for it in the midst of paganism, and to understand the 
nature and origin of the resistance which the new faith never- 
theless encountercd.* At the period above mentioned, round 
about 1900, people continued, in general, to attribute to the 
initiative of Jesus, to his genius, which was regarded as unique 


2A fall and intelligent statement of the traditional account of the 
origins will be found in Bibl. ¥. For the various schools, more or less 
liberal, see Bibl. CLXXVI and CLXXVI; CCCXI; Jordan, Jesus und 
die modernen Jesusbilder,* in Biblische Zeit- und Streitfragen, 1900, no. 36 ; 
Holtzmann, L, 2nd ed. i. 5; Entwickelungegeschichte; Bibl. Dea, 
appendix to vol. ii; and LIM. It will also be helpful to read the 
Introduction to LEVI, 1-13, together with the bibliography, which, 
though almost exclusively German, is exceedingly well chosen and 
suggestive, and M. Goguel’s essay, Crifigue ef histoire 4 propos de ia 
vie de Jésus, 

*Renan’s Vie de Jésus (1863), and in a general way his Histoire 
des origines du christianieme (1868-88) together with Ernest Havet's 
Le christianisme et ses origines (1871-84), will suffice to illustrate these 
statements. 
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and original, 2 primary and essential importance, not only in 
the actual evangelical work of the very beginning—which, of 
course, was, and still is, taken for granted—but in the forma- 
tion, if not of the doctrine at least of the spirit of Christianity, 
and of its initial impulsc. It was commonly agreed that Jesus 
was a Jew, and that if he had extended the horizon of his people 
he had probably not gone beyond it. Moulded in the environ- 
ment of Palestine, his thinking, by whatever personal boldness 
it was characterized, could only have followed the forms of 
Jewish life. Hence his teaching, as we find it in the Synoptic 
Gospels, i atly Jewish in aspect. The vesture of parables 
in which it is for the most part clothed was woven in Palestine, 
and the characteristic expressions of the Aramaic language 
spoken by the Galileans and Judeans at the beginning of our 
era, arc plainly perceptible beneath the laborious Greek of the 
first two Gospcls, Convinced that Christianity was sprung 
from Jewish secd and rooted in Jewish soil, scholars devoted 
themselves to an exhaustive investigation of that soil, to the 
analysis of its elements, and to the discovery of a formula that 
would reveal their true relations. 

Such a preoccupation was natural and logical. It inspired 
works which are still of fundamental importance } and its fruit- 
fulness therefore cannot be disputed, Nevertheless, it had not 
yet succeeded in frecing itself from certain traditional opinions 
not far removed from prejudices. Its point of departure was 
always the idea of Israel that seemed to be dictated and justified 
by the Bible: a closed world, narrowly hemmed in by the 
impassable hedge of its legalism, a unique exception in the 
Semitic Orient, in total contrast to the Hellenized part of Asia. 
Of course it was recognized that the life, even the religious life, 
of Palestine was no longer, in the first century B.c., a mere 
reflection of the Pentateuch. In order to find out what it really 
was, recourse was had to Josephus and Philo, to the books last 
admitted to the Scriptural canon, known to us as the Deutero- 
Canonical, or to those left on its outskirts, the Apocrypha of 
the Old Testament. Above all, special attention was given to 
the ideas of the Jewish milicu apparently derivable from the 
New Testament, without observing that to regard these as 
typical, to rely upon them as sources of historical information 
concerning Palestinian Judaism, was almost equivalent to 
begging the question, since it was these very ideas that were 
in need of comprehension and elucidation. In fact, the Tal- 
mudic literature was utilized as a source of illumination, and 

1 All these may be ssid to be summed up in the great wark of 
E. Schiirer, Bibl. XXIX, of which the first edition appeared in 1886, 
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especially of confirmation, without sufficient allowance for the 
dangerous uncertainties of its chronology. 

Further, it was taken for granted that ‘Christianity, intended 
by Jesus as a Jewish religious reformation, and presented by 
him as the traditional doctrine, purified and adapted to the 
imminent Messianic Age, had preserved this same character in 
the propaganda of his Apostles. Preached by them in their 
native country, it had merely vegetated there, between the 
hostility and the indifference of the Jews, until the day when 
chance carricd it into the synagogues long established on Greek 
soil, which were much more disposed than those of Juda to 
consider it seriously. Almost at the same time it fell in with 
Saint Paul, another original and powerful genius, a Jewish 
genius likewise, but imbued with Hellenism, with a mind 
broadened by a profound practical experience of life, and fully 
conversant with the Judaizing communities of Greck Asia. By 
the combined effcct of his thought and his activities, St. Paul 
succeeded in transforming the primitive faith and adapting it to 
the needs of the Greco-Romans. Thus its career began, and 
hence scholars paid almost as much attention to the figure of 
the apostle of the Gentiles as to that of Christ himself, an 
emphasis which was to lead, in the opening years of the twen- 
tieth century, to a controversy so clamorous that the echocs 
of it reached even the general public, usually quite indifferent 
to the quarrels of the learned.* It became a violently disputed 
question whether the true founder of Christianity was not Paul 
rather than Jesus. While that conclusion did not mect with 
general acceptance, Paulinism was regarded as the second stage 
in the progress of the new faith—a stage of the greatest import- 
ance since it was during that pause in its advance that it began 
to formulate its dogmatic system, and, sctting itself up in 
opposition to the Judaism which repudiated it, began to take 
shape as an independent religion. On the other hand, on the 
strength of the evidence of the Acts of the Apostles and of 
some vigorous assertions in the Pauline Epistles,* Paul of Tarsus 
was regarded as a pure Jew, a Pharisec, a rabbi brought up 
“at the fect of Gamaliel,” that is to say, educated in onc of the 
great religious schools of Jerusalem undcr a famous master, 


‘This explains how Schweitzer could write a Geschichte der paulin- 
iechen Forschung, which, although it begins, naturally, with the Reforma- 
tion, is more than half of it devoted to the exegetes of the period with 
which we are concerned. 

® We shall have occasion to refer again to this controversy, which 
Teached its height about 1907. Cj. CLEXVI, 543 7. 

"In particular Acts vii. 58; xxii. 8; Phil. iii. 5; 2 Cor. xi. 22, 
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and belatedly transformed, by means of a sudden illumination, 
into a herald of the universalistie Gospel. It was not, indeed, 
very easy to understand by what road a man so imbued with 
the narrow legalism of Palestine, a “ schoolman,” and proud, 
no doubt, of his learning, had come to share the convictions 
of ignorant Galilcans, and what is more, to crystallize in some 
fashion around the name, the cult, and the myth of Jesus, 
hopes that were prevalent among the Jews of the Dispersion, 
but the difficulty was evaded by appealing to the peculiar and 
mysterious tendencics of an exceptional religious temperament. 

The third stage, and the one which determined the future 
of Christianity, was to be secn developing after the pattern of 
Hellenic thought. It was the result of the intercourse, obscure 
to us but evidently active from the first half of the second 
eentury, between Christian catechists and Greek thinkers. The 
new religion, still elementary and indefinite as regards doctrine, 
gave a ready reeeption to philosophic speculation, which, with- 
out abandoning its own principles, dogmatized, deepened, and 
enriched with its commentaries the affirmations of the faith, 
making them capable of indefinite development. The frail 
little Jewish plant, transplanted into this fruitful Hellenistic 
soil, quickly became a luxuriant tree. The period that saw 
the beginning of the first theological disputes could be regarded 
as closing the period of origins, 

Starting from the main outline just sketched, numerous 
students with praiseworthy industry exhaustively explored the 
domain of carly Christian history within the limits thus fixed. 
It would be unj and even absurd, to deny that their efforts 
yielded important and permanent results. But there is no 
douht that the most valuable of these results for the progress 
of knowledge was the increasingly convincing, though almost 
involuntary, proof of the fact that the basis laid down was too 
narrow for so vast.a problem. Moreover, rightly or wrongly ? 
more than one scholar came to think that the known texts had 
been drained of their content, the problems exhausted, and that. 
it was necessary to begin to look for something new, to set on 
foot and systematize the quest for fresh documents, to broaden 
the inquiry, and to look outside the old controversies. Now 
as soon as study was seriously undertaken in this spirit, 
conclusions became evident which have detcrmined, in essen- 
tials, the positions on which the pioneers of today take their 
stand. 

1 Wrongly, of course, for it may be said that the study of the New 
Testament texts was begun over again twenty-five years ago, both 
from the point of view of philology and of exegesis. 
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Of these conclusions the following may be regarded as the 
chief : 

1. In proportion as they became more completely emanci- 
pated from the subtle and tenacious bonds of tradition, exegetes 
began to read the Gospel texts with different eyes. They lost 
confidence, to a large extent, in their histuricity ; they seized 
with growing precision upon their inaccuracies and omissions 
with regard to the life and teaching of Jesus ; finally they came 
to recognize that both had reached us in such a distorted state 
that all hope of recovering them as a whole would have to be 
given up. As a natural and inevitable consequence, they found 
themselves led to believe that the personal importance of Christ 
in the formation of Christianity, though indisputable, was un- 
ascertainable in any absolute sense, that at any rate this original 
impetus was accompanied by many others, and that it had 
not been so abnormal, so exceptional, so unique, as had so jong 
been believed. The extreme limit of this new idea of Christ 
was attained in the negation of his existenee—an opinion, in- 
deed, more than a hundred years old, but which it was now 
sought to revive by sctting it forth as the inevitable result of 
scholarship. The sensible critics refused to go so far, and it 
will be shown later why they were wise to do so, But they 
did, at least, beeome more and more firmly convinced that Jesus 
had conformed to his environment rather than distinguished 
himself from it. 

On the other hand, this background itself on closer examina- 
tion appeared to be, both in range and in depth, much less 
homogencous than had been supposed, and than Paul, Acts, 
and the gospel tradition secmed to indicate. At the same time 
the oldest portions of the New Testament, corresponding to 
the first period of Christian history, seemed to be losing a good 
deal of their fundamental Judais: asmuch as a better know- 
ledge of Hellenistic speech, duc toa thorough study of Asiatic 
inscriptions and Egyptian papyri, revealed the fact that a large 
proportion of their supposed Aramaisms were, in fact, simply 
Hellenisticisms. This meant, since words are only the vehicles 
of ideas, that currents of thought wholly forcign to the Judaism 
of the Bible and of Jesus became evident in the very fabric 
of the tradition embodied in these ancient writings, thus show- 
ing its complexity to be infinitely greater than had previously 
been suspected. 

2. A corresponding alteration took place in the picture of 
Judaism itself. The beautiful unity which had been attributed 
to Israel crumbled away, the famous enclosing hedge began to 
reveal gaps, with the result that it became possible to describe 
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as syncretistic * this Palestinian world in which Jesus had been 
born and lived, and his Apostles likewise, and in which the first 
Christian community had taken shape. Not only did the whole 
system of religious ideas which the canonical texts present as 
orthodox Judaism reveal itself as much more complex, and 
above all much more permeated by foreign elements, than had 
been supposed, but other manifestations of Judaism were 
discovered on its outskirts. Sects came to light that were 
always Jewish in intention, and probably also in spirit, but 
that were full of ideas arising from speculations far removed, 
both in origin and essential nature, from the true Mosaic law. 
It even came to be seriously considered whether it were not 
from one of these sects that Jesus himself had sprung. 
Outside the field of Palestine itself, this valuable idea of 
syncretism was turned to the illumination of the Jewish colonies 
scattered about the Greco-Roman world, the communities of 
the Diaspora.’ It revealed in full progress an interesting effort 
of the two contiguous worlds, the Jewish and the Greek, at 
mutual adaptation. And it revealed also the preparation, un- 
conscious but none the less active, for the Christian preaching of 
salvation. The Greeo-Romans, while continuing to observe the 
old cults of the City, were little by little losing their interest and 
their faith in them. They found them too barren, too exclusively 
ritualistic, too narrow ; they turned towards religious practices 
and belicfs that were more sympathetic and emotional, cults 
in which the individual counted for more than in the ancient 
eivie religions, and which also offered, whatever a man’s birth 
and social status, an casicr access than the exclusive Sacra, bound 
up as these were with the cult of ancestors of the City. Their 
religious rations crystallized round an old metaphysical 
coneeption, the Orphic idea of the salvation of the human soul, 
that is to say, of its cternal survival in a blessed future. But 
as they despnired, in their fechle humanity, of attaining this 
immortality by their own efforts, they clung more and more 





1 ‘The word syncretism designates a mixture, a combination, of 
religious beliefs, tendencies, and practices of diverse origin. It seems 
improbable, however, that it comes from the root xepdvyss—I mingle, 
which would have given the form syncratism. It is more plausibly 
referred to Crete, the island of a hundred cities perpetually eager for 
a unity which their constant rivalries perpetually prevented. People 
suid ovyxontiZew as they said éMnritew and Aaxuniew, and ovyngntayds 98 
one would say édymouds and laxanouds, Cf. J. Wackernagel, Vorles- 
ungen uber Syntaz, Basle, 1920, 801. 

Jane (Orek Mork meaning dispersion. ‘The Epistle attributed to 
lames (i, 1) is addressed tais dcvexa guiais tals & ty dsacnogg—to the 
Twelve ‘Tribes of the Dispersion, Cf."alao 1 Peter 1 1. 
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to the hope of a divine intercession, a merciful act of succour, 
by means of which @ Saviour (Soter) would aid their weakness. 
They believed in the sovereign efficacy of the initiations into 
the various Mysteries which contained the revelation of the 
true means of salvation. 

8. It came to be supposed that Christianity, transported 
in an embryonic state to this quickening and fruitful soil, and 
taking root there, had proceeded to develop in ways that were 
much less simple than had previously appeared. The forces 
that favoured its growth and moulded its future are scen today 
to have been more numerous, more complicated, and more 
widespread than was once believed. The influence of particular 
and exceptional factors is now obliterated, or-at any rate con- 
siderably overshadowed, by that of collective ideas. Saint 
Paul, for instance, has ceased to be regarded as an independent. 
and original agent, and has given place to Paulinism, which 
is something that goes beyond his merc personality. Paulinism 
is a combination of widely differing elements, a synerctistic 
product, in which genuinely Jewish ideas mingle with meta- 
physical syntheses grown in the soil of the Diaspora and beliefs 
taken over from the immortality Mysteries. 

4. It has been established that it was not primarily by means 
of reflective and speculative thought, as much philosophical as 
actually theological, the influence of Hellenism made itself felt 
upon the Christian faith. It was rather through its religious 
feelings, its rites and hopes of salvation, the spirit of its Mystery 
cults, 

5. The result of this depreciation—which is generally 
accepted by independent historians—of the determining influ- 
ence of individuals in the founding of Christianity, and of the 
corresponding enhancement of that of communities and environ- 
ments, is that we are coming more and more to regard Chris- 
tianity as a socialized phenomenon. That is to say, it now 
appears to be the creation, as well as the expression, of the 
needs of a civilization, or at any rate of a social environment. 
But when it is a matter of analysing a social environment, or 
rather, as is the case here, various social environments, we are 
faced with a complicated problem whose solution calls for 
delicate shading and careful reservations ; the beautiful sim- 
plicity of the traditional explanations has gone for ever. The 





4 Some very sound ideas, unfortunately combined with others of # 
fanciful type to form extravagant conclusions, have been developed, 
on the subject of the social gencsis of Christianity, by Kalthoff. Cf. 
gibecially his three studies : Das Christus-Problem, Grundlinicn zu einer 

Soxialtheologie, and Die Entsichung des Christentums, Leipzig, 1904. 
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fundamental basis of our study has become immeasurably more 
extended, since now, instead of Judaism alone, it covers the 
whole of the Hellenistic Orient. 

To sum up, the change of perspective whose definition is 
here attempted has been brought about by a threefold advance 
of scholarship in relation to the ancient world. First, a philo- 
logical advance, which by giving us a better understanding of 
Hellenistic language has clarified for us the thought of those 
who spoke it, and at the same timc has established with greater 
precision the relation of the New Testament to the secular 
environment in which it was cradled. Next, an advance in 
the strictly historical sense, which has penetrated further into 
the obscure and fertile ficld in which, by the workings of syn- 
erctism, the emotions and hopes of the Mystery cults became 
associated with the transcendental systems of Gnostic cosmo- 
logy. We have thus acquired terms of comparison which have 
enabled us to discover hitherto unsuspected aspects of the 
Christian story. Finally, an advance in comparative method, 
or the method of inferring, from the comparison of the similar 
beliefs, opinions and practices that are found in various settings, 
useful information with regard to their origin and the direction 
and manner of their evolution. This method is as dangerous 
as it is tempting. But the seri ‘trors to which it has some- 
times given rise must not cause us to underestimate the services 
whieh it is capable of rendering when it is handled with proper 
eaution and controlled by the true historical spirit. 

Viewed thus, in its actual life and sctting, Christianity by 
no means appears to be, as was so long believed, a break in 
the ancient religious pattern. On the contrary, it quite naturally 
assumes its place in that pattern. It is a logical step in the 
religious development of the Greck Orient. Far from emerging 
as an unexpected phenomenon, unique, exceptional, and. 
miraculous, which was to revolutionize the spiritual progress 
of humanity, it has every appearance of an expression, a positive 
realization, of historical antecedents and forces, which can be 
defined and analysed and shown to contain the explanation 
of its origin. 

That docs not mean, of course, that the analysis is always 
easy and the explanation simple. Both will perhaps seem so 
some day, but many patient efforts by many investigators will 
be necessary before that happy consummation. Meantime, 
awaiting the completion of the inquiries that will give us a 
proper knowledge of all the aspects of the problem—or destroy 
all hope of it~we must be content to leave gaps in our inter- 
pretation of the birth and establishment of Christianity. 
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As our knowledge advances we are better able to realize the 
conditions which the desired explanation will have to fulfil. It 
cannot, obviously, be too rigid and absolute; it will have to 
admit both uncertainties and doubts. It will avoid schemes 
that are too complete, and perhaps even gencral ideas that are 
too clear-cut, the more we recognize how numerous, compli- 
cated, subtle, and difficult to apprehend and to gauge, are the 
influences, and, so to speak, the constituent elements, of which 
the religion of Jesus Christ is composed. 

This book does not. claim to be a Life of Jesus. It aims 
only at presenting to the reader a critical study of the problems 
which historical research concerning the cxistence, the activity, 
and the teaching of the Nazarene, offers for our study. It 
would be a mistake to suppose that points of importance have 
been treated in excessive detail. Only close observation will 
yield a comprchensive grasp of the character of the subject as 
a whole. A middle course has been steered between a so-called 
popular scientific treatment and pedentry. Numerous refer- 
ences have been given in footnotes to enable anyone who is 
interested in the subject to go more deeply into it than has 
been possible within the limits imposed. 


B 
THE SOURCES FOR THE LIFE OF JESUS * 


I 
Tue Pacan TesTiMONy 


(hese lack of pagan and Jewish testimony concerning the 
person and life of Jesus secms incredible to many of our 
contemporaries. How could a person who played so large a 
part in history, at least through his spiritual descendants, have 
been so completely unnoticed during his lifetime? It is, they 
say, wholly improbable, utterly inconceivable. Some solve the 
difficulty by maintaining that the silence of the texts is only 
apparent, others by concluding that Jesus never really existed, 
that he is nothing more than the personification of a myth. 
Only a firm resolve and an intense desire to extract informa- 
tion at any cost from a witness who bas nothing to tell, could 
discover in a few meagre phrases of Tacitus, Suetonius, Pliny 
the Younger, Celsus, and a false Pilate thrown in, an assurance 


1 ¥or a general bibliography and survey, the former not quite up 
to date, nnd the latter a little old-fashioned on some points, but still 
valuable, sce HRE, ix, §§ 6 and 7, and EB, art. “Gospels.” All 
the important works relating to Jesus contain a bibliographical index 
and a more or less detailed critical study of the documents. Note 
should be made of the numerous Introductions to the New Testament, 
especially those of Goguel (KLV) and Jiilicher-Fascher (LIV), the two 
most recent, und of the great Commentaries of Meyer, Holtzmann, 
Loisy, Boussct-Heitmiiller, Lictzmann, Lagrange, and Montefiore. It 
must not be forgotten that each book of the New Testament has been 
the kubject of special studics and commentaries, the most important 
of which will be found mentioned in our notes. The following are a 
few of the standard books on the subject: CLXXVI, LID, CLXXI, 
LXXXOI, all conservative works; LEXI, which is reactionary in 
comparison with the above-mentioned article, “ Gospels,” in which the 
author collaborated; CLXEXV, LKXVI, LEXXV, LEXIX, CLVI and 
CLVI-a, and, by the same author, Critique et histoire d propos de la 
vie de Jésus, Cahiers de la RHPR, no. 16, 1828 ; OLVHL, i, book i, which 
is written from the Catholic point of view; and finally, two books 
which represent, as it were, the culmination of two methods ; LXXXIV, 
in which internal criticism is made to yield its utmost; and LXXXVI, 
a forcible application of the Formgeschichtliche Methode, of which we 
shall have something to say later. 

12 
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of the historical existence of Christ and a few fragments of 
information about his life. 

Tacitus (Annals, 15, 45) relates that Nero, disturbed by the 
derogatory rumours which charged him with the burning of 
Rome (July, a.p. 64), tried to throw the responsibility for the 
catastrophe upon those whom the common people called Chris- 
tians. ‘“‘ Their name,” he adds, “ comes from Christ, who in the 
reign of Tiberius was condemned to death by Pontius Pilate.” 
Various critics, including Drews, have endeavoured to prove 
that the passage in question was only an interpolation by a 
Christian hand. They have not succeeded ; on the face of it 
a Christian would have spoken of his co-religionists in a different 
tone. But the authenticity of the passage.is not, of itself, 
proof of its reliability. It remains to be asked where Tacitus 
got the information that Christ was exceuted under Pontius 
Pilate. It has been suggested that his source was a report by 
the Procurator himself in the State Archives. But it is hardly 
probable that he could have had a direct knowledge of this, 
for the Archives, as he himself tells us,* were not available to 
private individuals. An indirect knowledge, by hearsay, is of 
course possible, but there is nothing to prove it. It has been 
further suggested that he might have taken it from some pagan 
narrative like the lost Histories of Pliny the Elder. But this 
also is unfortunately only a hypothesis ; we do not even know 
whether Pliny ever mentioned the death of Jesus, On the 
other hand, if we date the Annals about a.p. 115, it is abun- 
dantly clear that the elements of the Christian tradition con- 
cerning the life of Christ must by that time have been suff- 
ciently well known for the statement of Tacitus to be nu more 
than an echo of popular opinion. And so long as there is that 
possibility, the passage remains quite worthless. 





1 Aufhauser, Antike Jesus Zeugnisse, Bonn, 1918 (Kleine Texte) ; 
Kurt Link, De ennipucnants veterum quae ad Jesum spectant testimont 
Giessen, 1918 (Religionsgeschichiliche Versuche und Vorarbeiten, cd. 
Wunsch and Deubner, XIV, i); Seitz, Christuszeugnisse aus dem klassi- 
chen Altertum und unglaubigen Sekten, Cologne, 1906, The alleged 
evidence of a certain Thallus the Samaritan, whose History was written 
somewhere between a.D. 29 and 221, is, in the opinion of the wmiter, 
completely valueless, According to Julius Africanus (in a fragment 
preserved by the Byzantine chronicler, George Syncellus, which may 
be found in XXIX, iii, 369) Thallus is supposed to have explained ax 
an eclipse the darkness which, according to Mark xv. 8%, and the Synap- 
tics, covered the earth from the sixth to the ninth hour. This proves 
merely that he was acquainted with the account of the Crucifixion 
given by the Christians of his time. (Cf. CLIV, ii. 188 ff., and CLVI-a, 
710 ff.. whose conclusions appear to go further than the text justifies.) 

“ Fabia, Les Sources de Tacite, Paris, 1898, 824 ff. 
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The authority of Suetonius is of even less value. In his 
Life of Claudius (ch. 25) he writes: ‘‘ He drove out of Rome 
the Jews, who were perpetually stirring up trouble at the tnstiga- 
tion of Chrestus.” Nowadays it seems to be generally agreed 
that this Chrestus was Christ himself, of whom believers 
were wont to insist that he lived and worked in their midst. 
It is easy to sec how a man who did not know very much about 
them might have taken literally what for them had a spiritual 
meaning. But if the book of Suetonius may go to prove that 
there were Christians at Rome about the year a.D. 50, or some 
twenty years after the traditional date of the death of Jesus, 
and that they were spreading propaganda amongst the Jews, 
it hardly offers any warrant for the death of Christ, or even 
for his historical existence. 

The letter (Ep. x, 96) written in a.p. 112 to the Emperor 
Trajan by Pliny the Younger, then governor of Bithynia, on 
the subject of the Christians whom he had discovered in his 
province, is well known. It informs us that he had had a 
certain number of people arrested, and that they had confessed 
that they held meetings before daybreak tu sing to Christ, as 
god, a hymn in alternating strophes. Only the most robust 
eredulity could reckon this assertion as admissible evidence for 
the historicity of Jesus. 

Celsus, who wrote, about a.D. 180, a book against the Chris- 
tians, of which the essentials seem to have been preserved to 
us in Origen's refutation, written in the middle of the follow- 
ing century, knew, at least superticially, the traditional history 
of Christ, and makes very clear allusions to it. But as he was 
obviously not unacquainted with the evangelical literature, and 
nothing gives us uny reason to believe that he had any other 
source of information about Jesus, what he says of him is worth 
no more than the evangelical tradition itself, and proves 
nothing. 

There remains Pilate, whose testimony on the subject of 
the Passion was invoked by the Christians themselves, who 
referred their adversaries to a report which the Procurator is 
supposed to have addressed to Tiberius. Justin is the first to 
put forward this belief in an official document, and Tertullian 
follows him consistently. The problem is not to determine 
whether such a report by Pilate ever cxisted—it may be granted, 
if one will, that it probably did *—it is to prove that one, at 








» Justin, 1 Apol, 85, 9; 48, 8; ete.; Tertullian, Apolog., 21, 

+S, Reinach, 4 propos de la curiosité de Tibére, COXCH, iii. 16.f7., 
believes, on the contrary, that in that case “ it would have been known,” 
and the Christians would not have found it necessary to forge the 
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least, of the Christians who affirmed its existence actually saw 
it, really had first-hand acquaintance with it. But everything 
tends to show that Justin—-probably the first to do so—merely 
assumed that there was such a report, that Tertullian took it 
on trust from Justin, without verification, and that then, some- 
one much fater, in the fourth or fifth century, on the authority 
of Tertullian, forged the document that has come down to us, 
and in which, incidentally, the name of Claudius replaces the 
expected one of Tiberius. (d/drtiog Mddro; Kiavdly zaloew 
is what we actually read at the head of the letter.)! We can- 
not, at all events, place any reliance upon an obvious forgery. 
The same may be said of the notorious letter.of Lentulus, so- 
ealled Governor of Jerusalem, addressed to the Senate and People 
of Rome, concerning the personal appearance and teaching of 
Jesus. It is a preposterous forgery of medixval origin, though 
even today some are still deceived by it.* 

It may be repeated that there is no occasion for surprise 
at the wretched scantiness of this secular evidence. The pagans 
of the first century and the first half of the second had not 
our reasons for being interested in Jesus. No doubt from the 
time of the first Antonines they had, for the most part, heard 
his name, associated with various malicious charges and wild 
rumours. But after all, his birth in a remote little Galilean 
town, in poor circumstances and amongst those despised and 
downtrodden Jews, his short and insignifieant carecr, termin- 
ated by a commonplace act of authority, his teaching, which 
neither in matter nor in form appealed to the Greeks and 
Romans—there was nothing in all this to hold the attention 
of a historian of that century, even if by chance it had been 


document if it had been in the archives. But in the second century 
they may well have had no means of consulting theac, 

3 The Greek text of the letter, accompanied hy a Latin translation 
and an interesting extract from Tertullian, may be found in XIE‘ 
605 ff, and w German translation of it in CKXXIV, 76. The subutitu- 
tion of the name of one emperor for that of another is probably to be 
explained by the fact that in early Christian times there was some 
uncertainty regarding the date of the death of Jesus, It was assuciuted, 
of course, with the name of Pilate, but the exact period of Pilute's 
governorship of Jude@a was not too well known, Morcover, some, 
under the influence of John viii. 37, as we shall see, believed that Christ 
was fifty years old at the time of his death, and ‘accordingly assigned 
a later date to that event. This error is to be found in Ireneun, Demon- 
atratio, 74. 

"For the text, history, and examination of the document, see CO, 
819. In the opinion of Eisler, the portrait contained in the letter 
is a reflection of the description appended to the warrant of arrest issued 
by Pilate against Jesus. ‘This requires a powerful effort of imagination. 
‘We are not even aware that any such “ warrant” ever existed. 
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momentarily aroused. To be convinced of this one need only 
note the brief mention with which Tacitus contents himself. 
It can hardly have been until the latter half of the second 
ecntury that the growth of the Church aroused the curiosity 
of men of letters; and by that time their interest would be 
much more conecrned with the doctrine and life of the Chris- 
tians than with the historical figure of their Lord. 


Il 
Tne Jewisn Testmony * 


The silence of Jewish writers regarding Jesus is still more 
striking. There is, to begin with, Philo of Alexandria, un- 
doubtedly a man of wide outlook and learning, who interested 
himself in the welfare of Israel. He was born about thirty 
years before the beginning of the Christian cra, and did not 
dic until fifty-four ycars after it. Yet in the more than fifty 
works by him that have come down to us, it is impossible to 
find even a single allusion to Jesus or his followers. It ma: 
be urged that Alexandria, where he lived, probably had little 
intercourse with Galilee, and that a philosopher would hardly 
think it worth while to devote attention to outbreaks of local 
fanaticism, such as he doubtless considered the movement of 
Jesus to have been ; hence he may either have heard nothing 
about it, or have held it beneath his notice. We may admit 
the probability of such a conclusion. But we are then faced 
with the problem of Justus of Tiberias, who was himself born 
in Galilee about the supposed date of the Crucifixion, and who 
lived in that country, amongst men who, it is natural to sup- 
pose, were still powerfully stirred by the gospel preaching, and 
whom he encouraged and commanded in their revolt against 
Rome. Yet in his two great works, a history of the war of 
independence and 2 chronicle of events from Moses to Agrippa 
H (d. a.p. 100), he has not made the smallest reference to Christ. 
Photius, who knew both books, gives positive evidence on the 
point, It is sometimes asserted that we are in better case with 
regard to Josephus, the great Jewish historian, who was born 
in A.D. 87 or 88, and died towards the end of the century, and 
who knew the history of Galilee thoroughly. We read in his 
Jewish Antiquities (18, 8, 3) the following remarkable passage : 
“ At that time lived Jesus, a holy man, if man he may 6¢ called, 
for he performed wonderful works, and taught men, and they 

1 On the Jewish literature concerning Jesus, cf. J. Klausner, Jeaue 
of Nazareth, London, 1925, 18-84. The author is a rabbi. 
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joyfully received the truth. And he was followed by many 
Jews and many Greeks. He was the Messiah (5 Xptaté: obtog 
q). And our leaders denounced him. But when Pilate had 
caused him to be crucified, those who had loved him before 
did not deny him. For he apprared to them after having risen 
from death on the third day. The holy prophets had, moreover, 
predicted of him these and many other wonders. The race of 
Christians takes its name from him, and still exists at the 
present time.” } We have italicized the phrases that no Jew 
could ever have written, save one, indeed, who was on the verge 
of conversion to Christianity. Their glaring improbability was 
attacked as early as the beginning of the eighteenth century 
by a Swiss philologist called Otto, and nowadays all the crities 
take them for what they are worth.? The question, however, 
is still open whether we have here an authentic rhetorical out- 
burst of Josephus, amended by a Christian,® or, as the writer 
inclines to believe, a pure Christian forgery. 

It may be admitted that the style of Josephus has been 
cleverly imitated, a not very dif cult matter, but the short 
digression, even with the proposed corrections, interrupts the 
thread of the discourse into which it is introdueed. And if the 
forgery is early, since Eusebius, at the beginning of the fourth 
century, knew our text and accepted it without suspicion,‘ yet 
the carliest of the Church Fathers were unacquainted with it. 
Origen, for example, tells us that Josephus did not believe that 
Jesus was the Messiah.* He could not, therefore, have read 
in his copy of the Antiquities the 6 Xpcards obroc Hr italicized 
above. Hence it may perhaps be inferred that the inter- 
polation was inserted in the second half of the third century. 

In another place in the Antiquities (20, 9, 1) we find a further 
short sentence containing the name of Jesus. It is in connexion 
with James, who is stated to have been “ the brother of Jesus, 
called Christ" (tév ddedgév *Incod tod Jsyouévov Xuotod). 
It is maintained that for Josephus to have thus referred to 
Jesus in passing, without any explanation, he must already 

» EXIX, i, 544 f,, gives a full bibliography of the discussion to which 
this passage has given rise. See CLIV, i, 39. 

* The reader is referred to XXIV, i, 206, which mentions a number 
of recent studies on the subject. 

* This theory is strongly upheld by ‘Th. Reinach in REI, xxxv, 1897, 
1 Jf, and somewhat more cautiously, by CLV, 38, and, above all, by 

i, 64-8. 

* Eusebius, H.E., i, 11, 7; Demonstratio evangelica, iii, 8, 105 ff. 

* Contra Celsum, i, 47. There are in existence three Greek manu- 
scripts of the Antiquities, but as the oldest dates only from the ninth 
century, their evidence on the subject is of no value; they naturally 
give the later text. 
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have spoken of him before, and in detail. The argument would 
be valid only if the authenticity of the allusion were beyond 
doubt. An attempt has been made to support it by the 
authority of Origen, who is supposed to have known it, and 
to refer to it three times. But the event to which Origen refers 
three times, quoting Josephus, is the death of James, brother 
of Jesus called Christ, and since, on cach of these occasions, he 
accompanics this reference, still, as he says, quoting Josephus, 
with a mention of the divine punishments which the death of 
“ James the Just? brought down upon the Jews, concerning 
which our text of the Antiquities, 20, 9, 1, is silent, there is 
reason to believe that he was using an edition quite different 
from our own and very much Christianized. It is objected 
that he might have quoted from memory and confused his 
recollections of Josephus with a memory of Hegesippus, who 
docs actually connect the death of James with the fall of the 
Holy City. Such a statement is casily made ; but it is hard 
to believe that Origen would have been guilty of the same 
confusion three times.? 

The passage of He; gesippus of which Origen i: 
have been thinking, is known to us. through Eusebius (L.E., 
2, 28, 4 ff.). Now Eusebius quotes (1.E., 2. 20) as from 
Josephus, a passage quite analogous to that which Origen may 
have known, and which is no langer in our manuscripts. It 
has been suggested that he must simply have borrowed it from 
Origen, but this is decidedly improbable, for he plainly says 
that it is a direct quotation, and some slight differences from 
the Contra Celsum prove that he is spcaking the truth, By 
comparison with the aforesaid three passages it becomes per- 
fectly apparent that Origen neither mixed up his recollections 
nor confused his sources, but that he was, on cach of the three 
occasions, referring directly to his Josephus, which was not 
identical with ours. 

It seems probable that Josephus did not name Jesus any- 
where; that the Christians—and perhaps the Jews also, for a 
different reason—were very carly surprised and pained by this 
silenee, and did their best to rectify it by various glosses, at 
various times and in various places, of the different manuscripts 
of the Jewish chronicler. This would explain why Origen did 
not find in his copy of the -tntiguities the text of 18, 8, 8, trans- 















supposed to 




















4 ‘The view that it is, is held by, amongst others: Goguel, CLVI, 40 ; 
Norden, Neue Jahrbticher fd. Kiass. Altertum, XXXI, 1913, 649, 1; 
and contested by Schurcr, KXIX, i, 548 and 581. 

* The three passages from Origen are to be found in Comment. in 
Matth., 17 (on Matt. xiii. 55), and in the Contra Celsum, 1, 47, and 2, 13, 
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Jated above, while Euscbius did find it in his; why Origen, 
and Eusebius after him, read in a context different from ours. 
the mention of Christ which our manuscript gives in Antiquities, 
20, 9,1; and also why other supposed fragments of Josephus 
relating to Christianity have been discovered elsewhere, 

Such an explanation would apply, for instance, to the frag- 
ment which runs as follows: “ Josephus, your historian, who 
has spoken of Christ as a just and good man, full of divine grace, 
who by his miracles and wonders did good to many.) Similarly 
also, to the fragments translated into German and published 
by Berendts in 1906 from an old Slavonic text.? 

The spuriousness of the latter scemed to have been agreed 
upon at the time of their appearance on the strength of a study 
by Schiirer which was regarded as decisive by practically all 
the crities.2 Recently, however, Robert Eisler hus appealed 
against this judgment, and hay brought to the reinstatement 
of the Slavonic Jowphus a laudable tenacity, supported by a 
vast erudition and an inexhaustible ingenuity.4 Ie has made 
some converts, amongst: them Salomon Reimach, But up 
to now he has not, as fur us we know, conyineed any of the 
New Testament schulars, whom he ought to have converted 
first of all. The conclusions of Eisler sccm, to put. it flatly, 
quite unacceptable, and the method by which he has arrived 
at them is, in the judgment of the writer, the antithesis of 
hoth criticism and history. We shall have, however, an oppor- 
tunity later to discuss some of the assertions here rejected 
in toto. Xe 

Without going off into paradox and maintaining, as some 
have donc,’ that the silence of Josephus is perhups our best 
guarantce of the existence of Jesus, it is possible to discover 
sufliciently good reasons for it. 

It may be remarked at once that Josephus is very far from 
being a scrupulous writer. He had, it appears, written his 
Jewish War in the first place for the usc of his compatriots, 


+ XXIX, i, 549. 
* Berendts, Die Zeugnisse vom Chrivtentum in Sluvischen de Bello 


Judaica des Josephus, in Texte und Untersuchungen, N.F., xiv, 4. 
> TL, 1006, col. 202. 

* After a number of articles und communications to lescned 
he published, in support of this object, an immense work entitled 
HHXOYE BAXIAEYE OY BALIAEYLAX (Jesus, the king who never 
reigned), For favourable and unfavourable discussion of this book, sec 
respectively, S. Reinach, in REJ (1929), and M. Goguel, RH (1029), 
‘The writer is decidedly of the opinion of M. Goguel. 

* Puscal (Pensées, 64, ed. Brunschvig) was the first te put forward 
thia idea, and Bousset followed him (CXLIIL, 16). 
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and in their language.' But it is not this version that has 
come down to us (for we are not convinecd by Eisler that 
the sv-called Slavonic Josephus gives us the most important 
parts of it). What we possess is a work which was intended 
for the Greco-Romans, and which, being especially concerned 
to win them to a more favourable attitude towards Isracl and 
its religion, would naturally avoid calling their attention to 
anything that might be offensive or uncongenial to them, 
Accordingly we sce our apologist disguising as philosophical 
opinions the various religious conecptions of his compatriots 
which might scem strange to the goyim, or again, completely 
obliterating hope of the resurrection, so vital in the 
Palestine of his day, but which he knew to be distasteful 
tu the West. Both in the Antiquities and the Jewish War, it 
is only possible to discover here and there a few brief references 
to things connected with the great expectation of the Jewish 
people, John the Baptist, for cxample, is introduced in a fairly 
circumstantial mamer, but no allusion is made to his Messianic 
preaching, without which he is unintelligible. In fact, there 
is no mention of him execpt in connexion with the difficulties 
which the death of the prophet ercated for the Tctrarch Herod 
Antipas (Ant., 18, 5, 2). Nevertheless, Josephus i: i 
that a day will come when all men will accept the 
thut helicf is too directly connected with the Mes 
not to imply it. Hence it required no little audacity for this 
brazen rencgade to huil in the carcer of Vespasian the realiza- 
tion of the Messianic illusions which had incited and sustained 
the great rebellion.? Obviously, then, it was not to be expected 
that he should make any reference to the movement of one of 
those dangerous visionarics who had followed a will-o’-the-wisp, 
and of whom the Roman authorities had rid themselves by 
execution.4 Jt has been pointed out © that Josephus no doubt 
knew of the Christian scct at Rome, and if he said nothing 
about it, it was probably because he thought it reflected dis- 
eredit on his people. The same fear may have kept him from 
speaking of Jesus. 

A simpler and preferable solution is that Josephus, like 
Justus of Tiberias, did not think the movement initiated by 
Jesus worthy of attention, since it had, in fact, occupied only 
an insignificant place in the Jewish history of his day. More- 
over, Josephus does not name other individuals whom we now 
consider of importance, such as Gamaliel, Hillel, Jochanan ben 

1 B.J., Preamble, i. * CCLKX, 69. 

"BJ., 6, 5, 1. « XXIX, i, 548; CCXVH, 29. 

* CLX, 4. 
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Zakkai, all of whom are quite likely to have been of more con- 
sequence in his eyes than Jesus ever was. Hence the silence 
of the Jewish chroniclers regarding Jesus cannot be used os 
an argument against his cxistence. 

Scholars have sought information in the Rabbinical litera- 
ture, where Jcsus is sometimes mentioned. But. the oldest 
portions of the Talmud, which are composed of cthical maxims 
supposedly drawn from the teachings of the old masters,? 
though they may help us to understand the religious and intel- 
lectual character of the Nazarcne, tell us nothing of his life. 
They are as little help as an anthology of the aphorisms of 
Goethe would be if it were a question of proving the existence 
of Frederick the Great and constructing his biography. Prob- 
ably about the year a.p. 80, at the instigation, it is snid, of 
Rabbi Gamalicl I], there was introduced into the Eighteen 
Bemedictions (Shemonch Esrch), a prayer which the pious Jew is 
supposed to repeat three times a day, a malediction against. 
the apostates and the minim.? The definition of the word 
minim has been, and still is, much debated. There is reason 
for maintaining that it signified hereties in gencral, because 
the Jerusalem Talmud speaks of twenty-four sects of minim. 
But it is difficult to dispute that from a very carly period the 
heretics par excellence were, in the judgment. of the Jewish 
divines, the Christians, The Church Fathers, at any rate, were 
perfectly clear that it was against Christ and his followers that. 
the malediction of the Synagogue * was launched. In any case, 
it tells us nothing about Jesus himself. As for the Jewish 
legend of the adultery of Mary with the soldier Panthera, or 
Pandera, which was in circulation as carly as the second century 
(Celsus knew it §), it is obviously explained by the polemical 
necessity of giving a derogatory interpretation to the story of 
the virgin birth, and certainly does not represent any inde- 
pendent tradition. The same is true of the malicious defama- 
tions of Mary which have been found in the Talmud." As a 
matter of fact, the Talmudic legend of Jesus, which was still 
growing up to the fifth century, only began to take shape after 














1 They are collected in the Pirke Aboth, the Sayings of the Fathers. 
"it is Benediction xii. Cf. XXIX, ii, 463 and notes. COXVIL, 2 
quotes the Palestinian text which specifically names the Nazaren 

between the apostates and the minim. Cf. XXII, 467. 
2 Sanhedrin, 20, ¢; COXI, no. 24. 
i 16 and 17; Epiphanius, Her., 20, 9; Jerome, 
3 49,7; 52,4; ete. Cf. XXIX, ii, 463, n. 139. 
* Origin, Contra Celsum, 1, 82; 88,69. Cf. Bab. Talmud, Shabbat, 
104, b; Sanhedrin, 67, a. 
* COXVE, 17-19; COXI, 40-43. 
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the separation of Christianity and Judaism, that is to say, after 
the formation of the Christian tradition. It is simply a defama- 
tory distortion from which the historian of Jesus has nothing 
to gain? 


ul 


Tue Curistian Testimony 





Admitting, then, that all the pagan and Jewish testimor 
so-called, afford us no information of any value about the ife 
of Jesus, nor even any assurance that he ever lived, Ict us turn. 
to the Christian documents. It will be convenient to divide 
them into three parts. The first which we shall consider will 
comprise the New Testament writings not especially relating 
to Jesus; the second will be restricted to the four canonical 
Gospels; the third will consist. of the extra-canonical and 
apocryphal Gospels, Epistles, and Acts, the earliest Christian 
documents, 

Tradition, which has lately found an unexpected champion 
in Adolf Harnack,? attributes the book of the Acts of the 
Apostles to the physician Luke, the companion of Saint Paul, 
aad dates its composition about a.p. 61 or 62. A decision of 
the Papal Biblical Commission of Junc the 12th, 1913, states that 
the author of Acts is definitely Saint Luke the Evangclist, that 
the work camot be attributed to more than one author, the 
contrary supposition having been found to be wholly baseless, 
and that its agreement with the Epistles of Paul is remarkable. 
It is less remarkable, however, than the audacity of such asser- 
tions, since it has leen established that the author of Aets was 
ignorant of the Epistles of Paul, and even formally contradicts 
them ;?dhat he does not understand certain ancient traditions 
to which he refers (confusing, for instanee, glossolalia, or speak- 
ing with tongues, a form of charisma common in the primitive 
communities, with the miraculous knowledge of all foreign 
languages): and, above all, that narrative of the first years 
of the history of the Christian Church, whose founders he is 





















+ Several notabl 
Jewish legend, namely 





otks have been devoted to the study of this 
cexvIi, CCXI, COCVH, Sce also LEX, 6 
(1000), 266 J. : OOXVIT 288 f.: CXL, 452 .; Herford, Christ in 
Jewish Literature, DCG, ii, 876 ff. 

*"Xcm; XCM; XCIV. For the contrary view, KXXVI, 248 ff. 
All the information relating to the study of Acts will be found in XLY, 
iii, Sce also XII, ii and iii, and LEXXVII. 

+ Cf. for instance, Acts ii. 4, with 1 Cor. 
xiv. 2 ff. 











ii. 10 and 30; xiii, 1; 
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supposed to have known intimately, is pitifully inadequate. 
If we consider that his first twelve chapters cover at least 
twelve years—assuming that the death of Jesus occurred 
approximately in the year 80, and the imprisonment of Peter 
by Herod Agrippa in 42 or 48—and that they are mainly taken 
up with apocryphal speeches, we are foreed to conclude either 
that the author was strangely uninterested, or that he was very 
ill-informed. He hardly mentions Jesus, an omission for which 
he excuses himself at the outset (i. 1-2) by referring his reader 
to another book of his dealing with the life and teaching of 
the Lord. That work is no doubt our third Gospel. 
Nevertheless, the few allusions to the gospel history which 
he makes in the course of his narrative, are not without signi- 
ficance. They inform us 2 ff.; x. 38 ff.) that Jesus the 
Nazarenc, held by the Jews to be @ man chosen of God, and 
morcover, of Davidic descent (xiii. 28), revealed himself by 
miracles, and went about doing good. Then, according to the 
will of God, he was delivered into the hands of his enemies, 
taken by the Jews, and crucified by wicked men. But God 
raised him again from the dead, us all his followers attest, and 
sct him at his right hand. He received the Holy Spirit aceord- 
ing to the promise, that. is to say, he became the Messiah. The 
main emphasis falls on the Resurrection (ii. 24; ii, 82; iii. 18; 
y. 80; x. 40; xiii. 30) to which Peter (x. 41) adds the final 
confirmation by asserting that Jesus showed himsclf to witnesses 
who had been chosen beforehand by God, and that he ate and drank 
with them. It is evident that the tradition on which this passage 
is based gocs back to the very carly period when it was believed 
that the Messianic elevation of Je had been made manifest 
by the Resurrection. Later, the divine choice was taken back 
to the Baptism (Luke iii. 22), and later still was placed before 
the birth of Jesus, in the accounts of the Annunciation and 
the Virgin Birth. According to Acts, the career of Jesus begins 
in Galilee, John’s baptism forming its starting point (x. 87; 
xiii. 24). There is not the slightest allusion in it to the child- 
hood of Christ, of which the third Gospcl makes so much. 
The truth is, we have no certainty who wrote our Acts, 
nor when they were written. The majority of the critics agree 
in thinking that we do not possess them in their original form. 
The first edition probably was the authentic work of Luke, 
the companion of Paul, but the various mutilations, interpola- 
tions, and dislocations which it subsequently suffered at the 
hands of some tendentious and unscrupulous adapter, have 
altered it to such an extent that it seems today a very hazardous 
undertaking to pick out and reassemble the pieces, as Loisy, 
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amongst others, has endeavoured to do. The date at which 
this sccond version was made can only be fixed within very 
wide limits. When Harnack, in his Chronology, assigned it to 
a date between 78 and 98, he was probably nearer the truth 
than in his later works, and Loisy is probably right in assign- 
ing it to the first years of the second century.* Whatever its 
datc may be, it is certain thet what Acts tells us about Jesus, 
though testifying to a firm bclief in his human existence, reveals 
rather the beginning of his legend than the historical actuality 
of his life. It affords more grounds for the criticism of the 
former than facts for the illumination of the latter. 

A similar impression is given by the Epistles of Saint Paul. 
We shall for the present pass over the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
whose Pauline authenticity is no longer maintained, and the 
three Pastoral Letters (1 and 2 Tim. and Titus) which are 
excluded from the Pauline canon by the majority of indepen- 
dent critics, although the Papal Commission in its communica- 
tion of the 12th of June, 1918, affirms the Pauline authorship 
of them to be definitely established.? Similarly the necessary 
sifting of the evidence must be deferred for the present, and 
we shall here content ourselves with Wernle’s summing up : 4 
“Had all these letters been lost, we should still know hardly 
less than we do about Jesus.” 

Paul was, apparently, the exact contemporary of Christ. 
He seems neither to have known, nor even to have seen him,® 
but he had associated with the disciples from the heginning, 
and it would be difficult to conceive his not having taken pains 
to obtain full information from them concerning the person, 
the life, and the teaching of the Master. We do not know 
whether he subsequently made use of the details of the tradi- 
tion to direet and enrich his own preaching, but his letters 
contain only slight traces of this tradition.* We learn from 
them that Jesus was a Jew (Gal. iii. 16), that he was descended 
from David (Rom, i. 8), that he was born of a woman (Gal. 
iy. 4), and that he had brothers (1 Cor. ix. 5), one of whom, 
James, was especially prominent in the community at Jeru- 
salem. Further, that he lived under the Law, in other words, 
as an orthodox Jew (Gal. iv. 4), that he preached only to Israel, 


+ LEXXVOL, 300. * CCLXXXII, 108. 
* For the history of Pauline criticism, see CLEXVI and XLV, iv. 
* CLEXXY, 4 


* The contrary hns been maintained on the strength of 2 Cor, v. 16, 
We shall revert to this problem. 

* All the Pauline allusions to Jesus are cited and commented upon 
by Gu, i, 6f. Cf. also Drescher, Das Leben Jesu bei Paulus, Giessen, 
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according to the promises (Rom. xv. 8), that he was without 
sin (Rom. viii. 8), and showed himself an obedient servant of 
Ged to the point of accepting death on the cross (Phil. ii. 8) ; 
that he chose twelve Apostles (Gal. i. 17, 19), that he instituted 
the Eucharist on the night of his betrayal (1 Cor. xi. 28-6), 
that he was reviled (Rom. xv. 8) and crucified (1 Cor. xv. 3; 
Gal. ii. 20, iti. 18, etc.) because of the malice of the Jews (1 
Thess. ii, 15), but rose again on the third day (1 Cor. xv. 4) 
and showed himself to Peter, to the Apostles and others, and 
to Paul himself (1 Cor, xv. 5-8), and that he now sits on the 
right hand of God (Rom. viii. 84) awaiting the great day when 
he shall come again. 

It is not our purpose to examine the truth of these asser- 
tions, but only to give an idea of the positive picture of Jesus 
that is to be obtained from the Pauline Epistles by bringing 
together all the allusions and scattered referenecs that they 
contain. 

This reconstruction is necessarily very incomplete, and in 
strong contrast to the full Christology contained in the same 
Epistles. That is to say, Paul has deliberately sacrificed Jesus 
to Christ. Converted by a special revelation, the chosen re- 
cipient of a gospel communicated to him from above, by visions 
and various revelations, he stoutly maintains his apostolic 
independence of those who plume themselves on the friendship 
of Jesus. He holds aloof from their teaching and even, for 
several years, from personal intercourse with them, He has 
seen the glorified Christ, far other than the Galilean whom the 
disciples knew “in the flesh’ (Gal. i, 11-18). Under the 
influence, unconscious but none the less active, of doctrines 
derived from the syneretistic Mysteries of Asiatic paganism, 
which had taken deep root in his mind, he conecives of Christ 
as the Saviour God, who died and rose again for the salvation 
of his worshippers and with whom they have becn united by 
means of a powerful rite, at once a memorial and « renewal of 
his redeeming sacrifice.' For this reason he has really no 
interest in anything but the divine status of Christ, his glori- 
fication, the interpretation of his death and resurrection as a 
saving Mystery. What Jesus may have said and done on carth 
became almost a matter of indifference to one who saw in him 
“ the Eord”’ and ruler of the world. If Paul had paid attcn- 
tion to the recollections of the Twelve, he would have found 
them completely contradictory of his own revelation. He 
implicitly admits it in 1 Corinthians xii. 8, where he says: 
“ And no one can say that Jesus is the Lord save in the Holy 

* COXLE, 91 7.; VIL, under the word “ immortality ” in the index. 
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Spirit,” that is to say, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. 
It is, accordingly, only incidentally that he touches on the facts 
of the life of Jesus. In general “he is absorbed in his own 
hallucinations and transcendental ideas, imposing indeed, but 
historically unsatisfying.” ? 

As the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Pastoral Epistles are 
equally dominated by the Pauline conception of Christ, they 
arc as disappointing as the Pauline Epistles. Careful search 
may discover in them a few allusions to a real person,* but 
they are much more serviceable to the adherents of the mythical 
view, since they present us a theological doctrine derived 
from Paul, and not with an historical tradition. 

The other Epistles of the New Testament, whieh most critics 
no longer attribute to the Apostles—the two assigned to Peter, 
the three Johannine, the Epistle of James, and that of Jude 
tell us nothing, and can tell us nothing. Unauthentie and 
relatively lute in datc,* they secm to depend upon the tradi- 
tions which we shall find in the Synoptics, but they can hardly 
be said to reflect them, They too, with the exeeption of James, 
have clearly been more or less influenced by Paul, and have 
no relation to the history of Jesus. There is not much to be 
gained from the fact that, besides several allusions, in the 
Pauline manner, to the death and resurrection of Christ (i. 21; 
iit, 18) 2 Peter mentions the descent of the Lord into hell to 
preach to the dead (iii. 19), and 2 Peter (i. 16 ff.) recalls the 
Transfiguration, The most that may be inferred from the 
statement in 1 John y. 6, that Jesus came ‘ by water and 
blood,” is that for its author the earecr of the Master lay within 
the limits of the Baptism and the Crucifixion, and even that 
is a hazardous interpretation. 

Neither can we gain anything from the symbolism of the 
Apocalypse and its glorification of the slain Lamb, which are 
only of Christological signifivance. 

From our rapid survey of the indirect Christian sources of 
the life of Jesus, we may draw at least the valuable conclusion 
that the details of that life do not. seem to have held the interest 
of Christians for very long. The first Christological specula- 
tions, which appeared immediately after the Master’s death, 
triumphed over the authentie memorics he had left in the minds 
and hearts of his disciples, and soon relegated them to an 
insignificant place in the Christian teaching. 



























3 9. 
‘Heb. 3 Hi, 10-18; iv. 15; v. 7 a 10; vii. 14 and 26; 
wiii, 12; 1 . Hi, 16; vi. 13; 2 Tim. 
* They probably range between a.D. 75 a 
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Iv 
Tue Direct Evipence oF tHe NEw TESTAMENT ; THE GOSPELS 


Hence our sole remaining sourec of information is the 
Gospels, which claim to relate the salient facts in the life of 
Jesus and the essential features of his teaching. First of all 
a distinction must be made between the four Canonical Gospels." 
The first three (Matt., Mark and Luke) have been called “ Syn- 
optic," since they are sufficiently alike for it to be possible to 
arrange their contents in parallel columns giving a sort of 
synopsis of the facts which they have in common. The fourth 
Gospel (John) * appears at ht to be of a different type. 
Not only does it recount episodes that do not appear in the 
other three, and for which the utmost ingenuity has succeeded 
in finding no satisfactory place in the synoptic framework, but 
still more inexplicable is the divergence of its chronological 
scheme. While the Synopties limit the duration of the public 
earecr of Jesus to one year at most, the Fourth Gospel extends 
it to two, or even three years, and locates it principally in Jeru- 
salem instead of in Galilee. According to John, Jesus went 
up to the Holy City five times,? while the Synopties take him 
there only once ;_ he celebrated three Kuster festivals with his 
disciples 4 instead of only the one that preceded his arrest ; 
and he died on the 14th and not the 15th day of the month 
Nisan. To crown all, the Jesus of John scems quite a distinet 
person from the one implicd by the Synoptic tradition. He 
in in every way different-- his character, his behaviour, his 
consistently harsh attitude towards the Jews, and the tone of 
his discourses, which are solemn and lofty exhortations never 
understond by their hearers, and full of profound meditations 
on the eternal Christ instead of the familiar teachings about 
the coming Kingdom and the conditions of entrance to it, 

‘The canon is the collection of sacred books, numbering twenty- 
seven, accepted by the Church, The list was formed during the first 
four centuries, and its finul establishment was the occasion of long 
disputes between the churches, ‘The gospel group (Corpus evangelicum) 
was organized somewhat later than the Pauline group (Corpus apoe- 
folicum). From the end of the second century it appears to have been 
generally held that there was only one gospel in four different forma, 
On the history of the canon ¢f. LX, 8017. A full summary is to be 
found in LXXH, and shorter ones in XLIX, XLVI, and LXV. 

* For a résumé of the history of the criticism of the Gospel of John, 
see XLY, ii, ch. 1. 

‘John ii, 13; v.1; vii 10; x. 22; xii 1. 

«John ii. 18; vi. 45 xi. 55. 
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It may be granted that the claims to historicity of the 
Fourth Gospel have no less weight than those of the three 
Synoptics, and seem, on the whole, quite as valid, which, of 
course, may be taken to mean that they are equally worthless. 
But the choice must be made between them, and all attempts 
at artificial harmonization abandoned. It is possible that the 
author or one of the redactors 1 of the Johannine account has 
here and there brought in some historical fact that is worth 
kecping,? a point which only a careful examination of each 
particular case can decide, But it is certain that on the whole 
the Gospel of John scems further removed from historical 
probability than the other three, The plan of it is entirely 
dictated by dialectical considerations. Its interest is wholly 
mystical and theological, and its arrangement is based on the 
current rules for this species of rhetoric. The Synoptic material 
and the Pauline teaching secm to have furnished the main 
substance of the book, bat the speeial purposes and peculiar 
idens of the author-—or authors—have conditioned their use, 
and take us far from the carthly plane of human life and history. 

Let us turn then to the nally the word 
“ gospel” meant “ good news,” the Good News of which Jesus 
was the bearer and the embodiment, namely, that of the 
imminence of the expected Kingdom, or of the salvation which 
Inter took the place of the Kingdom. The sense we give to it 
of @ book that expounds the Good News is, however, very carly, 
for we rend in Mark xiv. 9: ‘ Wheresoever this gospel shall 
be preached . . . this also that she hath done shall be spoken 
of.” It was the Jewish custom to designate a book by its first 
word. The first word of Mark was rtayyédiov which may 
have been used to designate Mark and then come to be extended 
to other books of the same kind and having the same purpose.® 



























‘A number of critics today belicve that the first redaction under- 
went one or more subsequent recastings. Cf. H. Wendt, Die Schichten 
im wierten Evangelium, Tiibingen, 1911; CXXVII', 46 ff.; XLV, ii, Ch. x. 

* See, on this point, KXLY, ii, 558 ff, and, to the same effect, CxxIv, 
142-57, and 235. The latter author, however, admits (p. 26) that the 
gospel narrative is an inextricably interwoven tissue of the historical 
and the xymbolical. 

+ To the bibliography appended on this subject may be added the 
article by Klosterman, Evangelien, Synoptische, in RGG and LIV‘, 821. 
Evangelium ist die Heilsbotschaft dass Jesus det 
Christus ist. Er ist der Inhalt, nicht der Trager dieser Botschaft.”. The 
word “ gospel” already had a religious colouring in the Hellenistic 
language. Cf. CCLUL, 276 ff, and CCLXXXVIL, ad verbum. A detailed 
study of the term is to be found in LI, ii, 1ff. See also CII, i, ff, 
1155 OCLXMI, i, 65; CCLXXXVI, note E, 141 f.; LXXXIV, 498. 
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Our Gospels are entitled “ according to Matthew,” “ according 
to Mark,” “ according to Luke.’ From the time of Saint Augus- 
tine (Contra Faustum, xvit. 4) some people have interpreted 
this “according to” (xata—secundum) as if the three books 
were the work of unknown authors merely utilizing information 
furnished by Matthew, Mark or Luke, but thut is a miscon- 
ception. Undoubtedly the expression in question goes o long 
way back, since it is already found, about a.p. 180, in Jreneus 
(1, 26, 2 and 1, 27, 2), but it does not go back to any of the 
three authors; it comes from some copyist or other. The 
clue to its true sense is given by the ond line of the Canon 
of Muratori, which runs as follows: “ The third book of the 
Gospel according to Luke.”’ There is, according to this, only 
one Gospel, of which Matthew, Mark and Luke give three 
different versions, and “ according to"’ simply means “ by."' 
The copyist who wrote the title of each book certainly believed 
himself to be giving the name of the real author, and it is, as 
a matter of fact, by virtue of this name that our three Synopties 
found a place in the canon in preference to other evangelical 
writings which also were in circulation.!. They triumphed over 
their rivals about a.p. 150 to 170, but that docs not mean that 
henceforth they, including the Fourth Gospel, were the only 
ones used. The writings of Justin alone would suffice to prove 
the contrary.* When our apologist speaks of the Recollections 
of the Apostles (Dial., 108, 22) we do not. know what texts he 
is using, but on more than one point they obviously differ, 
either by excess or defect, from our Synopties. When in the 
last third of the second century the Church, endorsing the 
choice of the majority of its communities, gave to the Syn- 
opties the sanction of her bishops, it was certainly not because 
she had preserved authentic information as to their author- 
ship—her tradition on the subject is wholly theological and 
legendary. She approved them because they were congenial 
to her, and she accepted what was said of their origin because, 
at a time when the apostolic tradition, real or supposed, was 
the supreme arbiter in matters of doctrinal doubt or disciplinary 
difficulty, their authenticity seemed the best guurantce of their 
authority. For this reason we can hope for light on our Gospels 
only from their own teat. 

Their date is a matter of extreme uncertainty, which is not 
relieved by the clues that may be discovered here and there 

















1 LIT gives a very thorough discussion of the question, together with 
all the necessary references. 
*A detailed study of the gospel of Justin will be found in CIE, 
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between their lines because their carliest form has apparently 
been morc or less recast several times. Here is an example of 
the difficultics with which we are confronted. Mark xiii. 1-2 
contains the prediction of the fall of Jerusalem and the destruc- 
tion of the Temple, which might naturally be regarded as a 
post factum prophecy, and thercfore as subsequent to a.p. 70. 
But, in the first place, it may be that the little Apocalypse 
contained in this thirteenth chapter was interpolated at a more 
or less Jate date in a text already completed prior to the Great 
Revolt. In the second place, it may plausibly be maintained + 
that the pscudo-Marcan prophccy is of a very general character, 
and docs not necessarily imply a recollection of the sack of 
the city by Titus, but is merely the threat of a calamity that 
was above alt feared by the Jews. The first interpretation is 
preferable, but not certain, and it is perfectly true that Luke, 
who repeuts the same prophecy, makes it much more specific.? 
Our texts afford us almost nothing on which to base even a 
sutisfactury approximation. The carliest Christian documents 
have, of course, been thoroughly searched for traces of acquaint- 
ance with our Gospels, and some passages have been found 
which look very much like quotations, while others contain 
fairly specific allusions, But unfortunately the only certain 
instances go back no further than the end of the sccond century. 
The other references, for example those found in Justin, may 
easily have been derived from one of the short collections that 
appear to have been in independent circulation before being 
united into a Gospel. It is for this reason that critical opinion 
on the problem of chronology remains strikingly divided,* 
especially when it is a question of attempting to distinguish 
between the carliest form of cach Gospel and the more or less 
revised form that has come down to us. 

It scems certain that our Mark was not edited before a.p. 
7. The parable of the wicked husbandmen (xii. 1-12) alone 
suflices to prove it. It follows that the same is true to an 
even greater degree of Matthew and Luke, since they are both 
later than Mark. A considerable interval of time must be 
allowed in dating Luke, whose author already had at his disposal 
a fairly abundant Christian literature (cf. the Prologue); its 
conception of Christ, of Christianity, of the Law, of the parousia, 
affiliate it rather with the writings of the second ecntury than 





+ OXLIM, 83; XCIV, 88. The latter is very positive on the point. 

* Luke , 20 und 2). 

+ XLY, i, 370 7. (Mark), 441 (Matt.), 527 (Luke); LEXXIV, 485 f.; 
LIV, 304 ff. (Mark); 235 9. (Matt.); Sif. (Luke). Cf. CIM, i, 14 
and 82; CLXXYV, 40. 
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with really carly documents (¢f. xxiv. 25-7, on the scriptural 
proof of the Messiahship of Jesus). We shall not be far wrong 
if we assign the origin of our Mark to about a.p. 57, of our 
Matthew to about 85 to 90, and of our Luke to between 100 
and 110, nor would it be surprising if, in the future, even later 
dates should be assigned to them. It is to be understood that 
in speaking of “ our Matthew,” “ our Mark,” * our Luke,” we 
do not inelude the various minor modifications to which the 
original versions continued to be subject up to the time when 
the canonization of the three books in the majority of ehurehes 





reasonable views, and putting 
the death of Jesus approximately in the year 30, we find that 
the redaction of our Synopties took place about forty-five years 
in the case of Mark, fifty-five to sixty in the case of Matthew, 
and seventy to cighty in that of Luke, later than the events 
which they are supposed to relate. That is a great deal at a 
time when, as we shall sce, the beliefs and doctrines concern- 
ing the person of Christ suddenly underwent a profound trans- 
formation, and when the interests of religion fur outweighed 
any care for historical accuracy. 

Hf, moreover, we were certain that the Synopties received 
their definite form in the country where the gospel tradition 
originated, and where perhaps it was preserved in its original 
form longer than ¢lsewhere, it would be some consolation. But 
unfortunately the birthplace of our books remains uncertain, 
and the various conjectures that have been advanced all seem 
very unsubstantial. The most probable conjecture with regard 
to Mark is that it was composed at Rome, or at any rate out- 
side Palestine.’ Matthew was perhaps written in Asia Minor 
or Syria, Luke in some Greek community of Europe or Asia. 
It is useless to endeavour, as many critics have done, to be 
more specific. The authority of our texts has nothing to gain 
from such hypotheses. 

On the other hand, between the redaction, properly speak- 
ing, of our Synopties, and the time when by their inclusion in 
the canon their text was practically fixed, more than a century 
elapsed, during which they were regarded, not as personal works 
which had received from thcir authors a definite form which 
might not be tampered with, but as the property of the churchcs 
that adopted them. These made use of them in accordance 





? XLV, i, 365 g.; B. J. Bacon, Is Mark a Roman Gospel ?, Harvard 
Theological Studies, 1919; CLXXXVI, 14 ff. (J. CI, xcix; CLEXXV, 
58; XCIV, 92. On the tradition, LL, ii, 431 ff. 

"LL, ii, 484; XLV, 441 ff., 526. 
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with what they believed to be their own interests and the 
dictates of the faith, and thought nothing of “ improving” 
them when thcy judged it expedient. 

The necessity of having a stable text as a foundation for 
doctrinal controversy and liturgical order finally put a limit 
to this freedom of adaptation, to which the number of variants 
testifies. We shall not here go into the very complicated 
history of the synoptic text.t Neither shall we discuss the 
reasons which have secured the predominance of one family 
of manuscripts over another, nor why the attention of scholars 
has lately becn drawn to the so-called Western text, which was 
long ignored in favour of the Textus Receptus.2 We need only 
observe that our Synoptics have been in the canon longer than 
their text, which has suffered such deep-seated corruptions that 
in many places the original meaning has been lost with scant 
hope of its restoration. 

If, moreover, we consider that the primitive tradition was 
originally expressed in Aramaic, and that its translation into 
Greek can hardly have been effected without some detriment 
to it; furthermore, that our Gospels belong to a type of litera- 
ture in which the purpose of moral edification is paramount, 
in which the most obvious plagiarism is perfectly consistent 
with a complete lack of respect for the work plagiarized, in 
which an utter disregard for order, logic, and chronology is, as 
it were, the fundamental law, and in which depth of feeling 
and sincerity of intention take the place of factual accuracy, 
it will easily be understood that extreme caution is incumbent. 
upon anyone who attempts to extract from such difficult docu- 
ments such scraps of truth as they may still contain. 

The originals of our Gospels were written in Greek ; none 
of them have been translated from Aramaic. The Greek used 
is that of common speech during the Hellenistic epoch.? Its 
quality varies greatly from one Gospel to another. For 
example, it is very mediocre in Mark and extremely good in 
Luke. But even in the latter, whose author sometimes does 

1 LHL, ii, gives a good general survey. Cf. LXIH, LV, LX. 

' The fertus receptus (the expression of Elzevir—1033) is the term 
used by the Greek Church since the fifth century. 

* The main work is still COLI. The most convenient edition of 
the New Testament in Greek is that of E. Nestle, Novum Testamentum 
Graecet, Stuttgart, 1907. For a detailed study see Von Soden, Die 
Schriften des N.T., ii, Berlin, 1928, The most practical grammar is 
that of Blass-Debrunner, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch’ 
Gottingen, 1921. ‘There are some good special dictionaries (Grimm's, 
in Latin, Thayer's, in English, Preuschen’s, in German, etc.). Special 
mention must be made of The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament ilus- 
trated from the Papyri, by Moulton and Milligan, London, from 1914. 
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take pains to show that he can write, there are, properly speak- 
ing, no pretensions to a literary style. Our Gospels are akin 
to that group of short occasional writings that have been 
preserved in the papyri, more especially to the informal letters, 
and do not belong to literature. The point has, however, lately 
been raised whether they have not becn devised in accordance 
with certain principles of rhythm,' which, if it were truc, would 
at least deprive them of that naive spontaneity which was 
formerly attributed to them. The question is being studied, 
but unfortunately it has been complicated and obscured by the 
claim of the conservatives that the strictness of the rhythm is 
a guarantee of the authenticity of the content, Such conclusions 
seem somewhat premature ; but we shall revert to this point. 
A superficial reading of our three Synoptics at once reveals 
certain resemblances. They all three leave a similar impression 
of the figure of Jesus and of his teaching; they relate, vegin- 
ning with his baptism, almost the same incidents of his life ; 
they employ, almost in detail, the same methods of exposition, 
and use forms of expression that are often analogous and some- 
times even identical. Now genuine cyc-witnesses, writing 
independently, would never coincide in this way—picking out 
of a life which none of them recounts in full exactly the same 
facts, selecting from a teaching which is only partially given 
by any of them exactly the samc ideas, giving precisely parallel 
quotations from the Jewish Scriptures, sometimes from the 
Septuagint and sometimes from another translation. On the 
other hand, a more attentive examination soon brings to light 
significant differences between the three books. In the parts 
that are common to them all there are found degrees of varia- 
tion amounting in some cases even to contradiction, Irrecon- 
cilable differences in detail make their appearance in the same 
narrative. The same saying is found not only in a different 
context but utilized in a different manner. The so-called 
historical framework of the teaching of Jesus changes com- 
pletely from one to the other, and the order of events is some- 
times different, Each of the three has portions that are peculiar 
to itself, and also gaps in relation to the other two, or to one 
of them. To limit ourselves to one example, Mark says neth- 
ing cither of the birth or the childhood of Jesus, and the two 
accounts of them given by Matthew and Luke are irreconcilable.* 





1 For the bibliography see XLV. Cf. CLVI, 201 ff.; Pere Murcel 
Jousse, S.J., Etudes de psychologie linguistique, Paris, 3925. 

__* The full significance of these brief remarks can be properly appre- 
ciated only with the help of a concordance. ‘There is 3 recent one in 
French by Pere Lagrange. Cf. XLV, i, chap. iv. 

a 
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The first explanation that occurs to the mind after these 
somewhat disturbing discoveries is that the three evangelists, 
without being acquainted with each other, all borrowed from 
previous writings, the same ones in the case of the common 
element in the three books, different ones in the case of the 
rest. Patient and minute comparison of the three texts has 
discredited this hypothesis, and it is now generally accepted ? 
that Mark is considerably older than Matthew and Luke and 
was uscd by both of them. 

The proof of the priority of Mark is based upon the follow- 
ing main considerations : (1) Mark represents a more elemen- 
tary stage of Christian apologetic than Matthew and Luke. 
The Jesus of whom he gives us a glimpse possesses a truer 
humanity than the figure portrayed by the other two, which 
already shows signs of apotheosis; (2) the whole, or almost 
the whole, of Mark is to be found in Matthew and Luke, often 
in the same terms, so that it has been pointed out (Wernle) 
that if we had lost Mark entirely we should still be in posses- 
sion of practically all that he tells us.2_ The first and third 
evangelists have made very free use of the second. They have 
supplemented and altered him according to the requirements 
of their own arguments, the tendencies of their own minds, 
and the resources of their own special information,*? but there 
is no doubt that they have both based their narratives upon 
his. Since the modifications of the text of Mark which are 
found in both Matthew and Luke show no rea] influence of the 
two latter upon one another, it is probable that they were 
mutually independent. It is important to note, in this con- 
nexion, that the comparison of the manuscripts proves that 
later copyists sometimes corrected or completed some passage 
in one of the Gospels by borrowing from one of the other two, 
which explains resemblances of detail between Matthew and 


1 The Catholic exegetes, such as Father Lagrange, still reject this 
conclusion on principle, and because they cannot do otherwise, but 
their eppoeition is not very spirited. The attempts which are made 
from time to ti though very rarely, to disprove the ‘two docu- 
ment hypothesis,” never originate nowadays with professional critics, 
and none of them bas succeeded in holding their attention, 

* CLXXXV, 35, gives the list of things in Murk omitted by Matthew 
and Luke. They are those which did not harmonize with their special 
purpose, For greater detail sce CXVI, the first two parts; 

‘i, 278 97.; 826 ff.; CCL, 67. We shall, for the present, leave unex: 
amined the theory (held by P, Schmiede), J. Weiss, ete.) which assumes 
Matthew and Luke to have used an edition of Mark prior to ours. 

+ Clue, The ERY, cod. Mark adopted by Matthew and Luke, 1911; 

YL, 1039.; CLEXV, 86 ff. 
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Luke which might, at first glance, seem to argue a utilization 
of the one by the other. 

But if Matthew and Luke contain al] the essentials of Mark, 
they also contain in common considerable fresh material not 
found in the latter ; such, for example, as concerns the baptism 
of Jesus, his temptation, several minor episodes, and, in particu- 
lar, the substance of his gospel teaching. It must accordingly 
be concluded that, if they did not copy from one another, they 
borrowed from a common source other than Mark.' This 
source has been designated as the logia, or Discourses or Say- 
ings of Jesus, since its contents are more didactic than narra- 
tive, and is usually symbolized by the Ietter “@,” from the 
German word Quelle, meaning “souree.""? Quite frequently 
in Matthew and Luke, the joins between the two documents 
thus combined are still clearly visible (cf. Matt. vii. 28; xi. 1; 
xiii, 58; xix. 1; xxvi. 1; ete,). 

It is still an open question whether Mark himself knew Q. 
Various crities (Wernle, J. Weiss) contend that Mark reports 
0 little of the sayings of Jesus because he does not want to 
duplicate the Legia, which he knows his own readers already 
possess. It is evident that Matthew and Luke found in Qa 
few things that they had already got from Mark, and which 
they consequently made use of twice, once from their first 
source and again from their second. The questiun is whether 
Mark had himself already taken them from Q. Some answer 
in the affirmative (Barth, Loisy); others in the negative 
(Harnack) ; others content themselves with a “ perhaps" (J. 
Weiss). In short, nobody Knows,? because Mark might easily 
have picked up some logia that were in independent circulation 
without having possessed a collection similar to that employed 
by Matthew and Luke. 

Moreover, besides Mark and Q, Matthew und Luke euch 
had independent access to certain special sources, which are 
more abundant in the case of Luke (source “ P”* according 
to Harnack). It is not sufficiently borne in mind that sayings, 
parables, and episodes could easily have passed into circulation 
and become stereotyped individually, or in small groups, and 
that any gospel writer may have known them in that form. 
It is difficult for us to evaluate the importance of such a source, 

1 LXXXVI, ii, 1-100, makes a detailed comparison of Matthew and 
Luke, with a view to discovering this le. 

* CLEXXV, 499.; XCV; XLY, i, 2127. 

* CLEXXY, 59; CXLI, 16; CHL i, 89; XCV, 136; LXXXV, 372. 
Cf. OL, xlix, evii f. 

“XLV, i, 170; LXXXVIL, iii, 89.9. (on the Sonderuberlicferung of 
Luke); 145 ff. (on that of Matthew). 
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but it is important not to overlook the possibility of its exist- 
ence, which would explain many a literal divergence of our 
texts quite as naturally as the individual fancy of the authors. 
For this reason the “ too document hypothesis ’? might more 
accurately be called “an hypothesis of the two principal 
documents.” * 


Tue Sources or THE Synoptic GosPELs 


Setting aside for the moment Mark and Luke, which have 
at most only as much validity as their sources, Jet us consider 
the sources themselves. The point to be decided is whether 
they go back to the origins of the Christian movement or already 
reflect. some working over of the original tradition, Moreover, 
since we are specially concerned with Mark, the question arises 
whether Mark is a primary source or the work of an editor, 
since it presents a consecutive narrative, while Q can only 
have been a collection, cither of sayings with a slight narrative 
framework, or of entirely independent sayings.* 

Until about the beginning of the twentieth century it was 
generally held that 2 large, if not easily definable, part of our 

‘k was directly founded upon the recollections of Peter, 
and that it was, therefore, essentially primitive. But the result 
of Wrede's attack on these conclusions in 1901,? showed them 
to be unsound, and today all liberal critics admit that our Mark 
is a composite work. In the words of J. Weiss, ‘It is not a 
source, but a basin into which several sources flow,”’ and Cony- 
beare aptly compares it to those stars which seem to the naked 
eye to be one, but which the telescope separates into two or 
three. Subjected to the same critical tests as Matthew and 
Luke, it reveals similar traits. It has its doublets, inexplicable 
save on the theory of the utilization of two sources giving the 
substance of the same account in two different forms ; ¢ it has 
its interpolations and dislocations which exhibit the unskilful 





} LXXXIV, 227 f., dwells at length on the reservations here briefly 
indicated, and suggests four documents, representing four local traditions 
(Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome, and Cesarea) as the sources of our Synop- 
tics, Mark would be assigned to Rome and Q to Antioch. 


1 OOKLL and the reply of J. Weiss, LEXXV (1908), which, on 
the point with which we are concerned, reaches practically the same 
conclusions. 

“COL, 51. Cf. Mark vi. 80-45; viii. 1-18; and viii. 17-20; which 
Conybeare regards as four different stages of the same tradition. 
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combination of different elements}; it has its editorial additions 
which revéal obvious modifications of the main tradition. 
‘Thus the explanation of the Parable of the Sower (iv. 11-20) 
is later than the parable itself (iv. 8-10); and the great 
eschatological discourse (xiii. 3-87) appears to be only the 
expansion of xiii. 1-2: ‘ And as he went out of the temple, 
one of his disciples said unto him: Master, sce what manner 
of stones and what buildings are here! And Jesus answering 
said unto him: Seest thou these great buildings ? there shalt 
not be left one stone upon another that shall not be thrown 
down.” The parabolic discourse (iv. 1-84) has all the charac- 
teristics of an artificial composition derived from an earlier 
version. The disputes with the Pharisees (ii.. 1-12, 18-87, 
18-22, 28-28, and iii. 1-6) also form an artificial group, in 
which, moreover, occurs three times (ii, 10, 19-20, 28) the 
proof of the Messiahship of Jesus, and twice the expression 
“Son of Man” in an unmistakably Messianic sense, incon- 
sistent with viii. 29-80: “* And he saith unto them, But whom 
say ye that lam? And Peter answereth and saith unto him, 
Thou art the Christ. And he charged them that they should 
say this to no man of him.” 

Further, when the parable of the sower above mentioned 
is compared with its editorial clements, we not only perecive 
that this is a composite work, arising out of the addition of 
foreign elements to the original “ similitude "’; we also realize 
the underlying tendency which determined its gradual trans- 
formation. Where Jesus simply announced the imminent 
coming of the Kingdom, or of the Reign of God, the glosses 
present this as the revelation of a mystery, of a plan of salva- 
tion entrusted to the initiated: “ Unto you is given the mystery 
of the kingdom of God” (iuiv td pvoriguy débota rig Baotdelag 
tod Oecd), iv. 11. The fact that this idea, which, as we shall 
see, was far removed from anything Jesus could have said or 
thought, obviously influenced the final redaction of the Gospel, 
proves beyond question the composite nature of the work.* 

That in several places Mark appears to be even less primi- 
tive than Matthew or Luke,* may be explained cither by the 
theory that there were two editions of Mark, one prior to 

7 CHI, i, 85. Cf. Mark i, 2-3; iv. 11-12; ix. 18; which cannot 
be original (Wellhausen). 

*GLXML, 411.—LXXKVI brings out strongly the influence of the 
communal faith on the arrangement and elaboration of Mark. 
ve ¥ OUL, i, 86; CLEXKV, 47; CLXXV, 27. Cf. Mark i. 8, and Matt. 
ili, 11, or Luke iii. 22 (in the Western text); Mark vi. 7-13, and Luke x. 
1-16, or Matt, x; Mark xiii. 18, and Matt. xxiv. 20, which restores the 
mention of the Sabbath. 
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Matthew and Luke and one subsequent to them,, or on the 
grounds that Matthew and Luke were acquainted with the 
sourecs of Mark, and occasionally made direct use of them in 
preference to Mark itself. It has even been claimed that we 
can distinguish a first version of Mark, which was the source 
of Matthew and Luke, a second, which was the source of our 
Mark, and our Mark itself.+ These hypotheses are attempts 
to explain the agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark * 
in several instances, while maintaining, on the whole, its 
priority to them. 

The presence of editorial corruptions in Mark is admitted. 
Harnack himself, for fifteen years the great champion of the 
conservative cause, has acknowledged that Mark has taken 
pains to adapt the reminiscenecs of Jesus at his disposal to 
the demands of the belief of time, and that several stages 
of the tradition already lic behind him.* Certain scholars have 
attempted to ascertain and define these stages by endeavouring 
to distribute the material of our Mark amongst the various 
redactional strata which they bclicve to have been discovered 
in its text. They have not, of course, been able to do more 
than suggest probabilities, but their work has not been without 
valuc in that it las at Jeast emphasized the facts at issuc.* 

If Mark is a composite work we can rely wpon it only so 
far as we can rely upon its sources, and these, unfortunately, 
are unknown to us. J. Weiss, however, thinks that he can 
distinguish two: first, and most important, a group of narra- 
tives in which Peter figures, and which possibly are derived 
from him; second, a collection of sayings, discussions, and 
discourses, taken in all probability from the Logia. The 
crities are not agreed as to the chronological relation between 
Mark and @,° but for the present this may be neglected since 
our immediate concern is with the group of narratives. To 








1A. Hoffmann, Das Marcus-Evangelium und seine Quellen. Ein 
Beitrag sur Lisung der Urmarcusfrage, Kénigsberg, 1904. 
2 On these agreements between Matthew and Luke, which are few 
in purer ant relatively unimportant, see the sensible remarks of 
chap. xi. 
* KCI, 87. 

__ ‘There are two especially interesting attempts: COKEXIV, which 
aims at isolat: the original basis of Mark, and that of Wendling 
(Urmarcus, Tiibingen, 1905, and Die Enistehung des Marcus Evangeliums, 
1908), which urrives at the theory of three redactional stages, the first 
to be assigned to an historian, the second to 8 poet, and the third to 
& theologian. 

a Tole prea rond adherent of the view that Mark is older than 

ic » is Welihausen. Most of the critic inti . 
Of. XLV, i, 2507 critics maintain the contrary. 
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determine its value we must know its source. To avoid the 
possible ambiguity of the expression “ Proto-Mark”’} let us 
cali this source by its German name “ Urmarcus,” with the 
understanding that it refers only to a group of narratives 
incorporated in Mark, and not to an original edition of that 
Gospel. 

The whole church tradition concerning the origin of our 
Gospels may be said to have arisen from the testimony of 
Papias,, Archbishop of Hicrapolis in Phrygia about the middle 
of the second century. These are his words, as preserved to 
us by Eusebius :* “And the Presbyter said this: Mark, the 
interpreter of Petcr, wrote down exactly, but not in order, 
what he remembered of the acts and sayings of the Lord, for 
he neither heard the Lord himself nor accompanied him, but, 
as I have said, Peter, later on.” It was, accordingly, on the 
basis of the recollections with which Peter enriched his teach- 
ing that Mark himself wrote, “ without any other care than 
to omit nothing of what he had heard and to bring in nothing 
false." Papias continues: “As for Matthew, he made a 
collection in Hebrew of the sayings (ra Aéyia) and cach trans- 
lated them as best he could.” Ignoring the flood of literature 
which these few lines have evoked, Iet us sce what can be made 
of the text itself. It is apparently agreed that John the 
Presbyter, whom Papias is quoting, was acquainted with two 
gospel treatises, onc containing a narrative attributed to Mark 
and supposed to be founded on Peter, the other a collection of 
sayings attributed to Matthew and written in Aramaic. Un- 
fortunatcly, since we do not know who the Presbyter was, 
‘we cannot determine whether he was in a position to guarantee 
the authenticity of the two books or not. Cicarly in what 
Papias says there is no indication of either extreme reverence 
or unlimited confidence. It has even been suggested recently * 
that the object of the old Asiatic bishop was to depreciate two 
intruders, two new gospels, which were beginning, in his day, 
to rival the Ephesian gospcl, that of John, which must have 
been accepted in Hicrapolis. This, however, is nothing more 
than an ingenious hypothesis, but it is at least cvident that 

1A term which is greatly disliked by the conscrvatives, hecause 
it implies the secondary character of our canonical Mark, and hardly 
less so by those liberal critics who believe in the identity of the Mark 
of Papias with that used by Matthew and Luke, and with our own. 
LXXXIV has recently launched an attack upon what it calls the “ phan- 
tom Urmareus” (passim, and especially p. 342) which seems somewhat 
exaggerated, 

1 Eusebius, H.#., 3, 89, 15-16. 

+ LXXEKIV, 19 7. 





40 INTRODUCTION 


Papias knows nothing about the Mark and Matthew ? referred 
to, and that accordingly we are in no better case. 

Be that as it may, the Christians who read Papias after 
Mark and Matthew had become current in the Churches, did 
not hesitate to identify them with the two writings in question, 
and some critics of importance still agree with them, though 
admitting that ncither Mark nor Matthew corresponds exactly 
with what Papias says of them. Loisy’s opinion, that “ the 
reference is a forgery,’’* is possible, but by no means certain, 
At the time when our Phrygian wrote, the Synoptics were 
ecrtainly in existence, and he probably was acquainted with 
them. But it is not upon his own authority that he makes 
the statement; it is upon that of the Presbyter (xai +000” 
6 xpeafirepog tdeyev) which at oncc takes us considerably farther 
back. It is true, as Loisy says, that ‘‘it may be held that 
the evidence put into the mouth of John the Elder is intended 
to justify an existing situation, to preserve the acquired prestige 
of a book concerning whose origin not enough was known,” 
although the reference of Papias to the two books is a some- 
what strange way of enhancing their prestige. But if it be 
noted: (1) that our Matthew is not translated from Aramaic, 
and is not merely a collection of sayings, but rather, an obvious 
compilation into which almost the whole of Mark has been 
absorbed ; (2) that our Mark exhibits a more logical arrange- 
ment than the reference implies, and that it is somewhat rash 
to regard it merely as the eatechctical instruction of Peter or 
any other Apostle, it is clear that there is also the alternative 
possibility of mterpreting the statements of John the Elder 
as referring to Urmarcus and Q. 

While this conclusion certainly seems more probable than 
the other, nothing much is gnined thercby, since it leaves 
quite untouched the problem of the authority and reliability 
of John the Presbyter with regard to the two original books. 
Neither hypothesis can be said to find much favour with 
modern crities.* 

Apart from the evidence of Papias, the meaning of which, 
as we have scen, is doubtful, and the value slight, we possess 
only insignificant indications regarding the origin and relia- 


1 XXIV, i, 243. 

+ CID, i, 26. Cf. CLEML, 400 f. 

* Bousset, for example, has come to the conclusion that neither of 
them is worth anything. See Jiidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieh in Alex- 
andria und Hom, Tubingen, 1905, p. 815. It is difficult to believe that 
in Papias’ youth, about a.p. 120 or 115, any of the actual disciples of 
the Lord would still have been alive. Even a man who was only twenty 
in a.v. 30, would by that time have been s hundred. 
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bility of Urmarcus. In Mark itself there are many incidents 
connected with Peter which might have come from him. There 
are also a few Latinisms, which may be taken as support for 
the tradition of its redaction at Rome. On the other hand, 
the frequent occurrence of Aramaisms led Wellhausen to con- 
clude that Urmarcus was written in Aramaic. In that case 
it would go back to a very early period, about a.p. 60 or 65, 
and would possess the authority of antiquity. But unfor- 
tunately presumption, however attractive, is not proof. A 
number of critics (Loisy, Spitta, J. Weiss, Wernle, Ed. Meyer, 
ete.) favour the theory which attributes Urmarcus to Mark, 
the disciple of Peter, but obviously, even if we follow their 
example and accept it, though with full reservations, it gives 
us no security against the corruption which the tradition of 
Peter may have suffered between Mark and the editor of Mark 
in its present form.* Moreover, we are still uncertain as to 
the exact degree of authority of this Urmarcus. We do not 
know, in other words, what is the historical value of this 
original collection on which our Mark was based, and which, 
consequently, is almost the sole source of our knowledge of the 
life of Jesus. 

Nor do we possess greater certainty with regard to the 
origin and reliability of Q.* The identification of Matthew the 
Apostle with Matthew referred to by John the Presbyter rests 
only upon a dubious probability. It may be admitted that 
the collection goes back-almost as far as Urmarcus, but that, 
again, does not tell us very much. Its background was prob- 
ably Galilean, and its content almost entirely didactic, without 
any apologetic or dogmatic tendency.‘ Placing no importance 
on the death of Jesus, it would not have mentioned the Passion 
or the Resurrection, and its Messianic teaching would have 
been confined to a prediction of the apocalyptic return of 
the Master. Those are undoubtedly primitive characteristics, 


1 Eusebius, H.E., 2, 15, 1-2, following the sixth Hypotyposie of 
Clement of Alexandria.’ On this tradition sce B. J. Bacon, Js Mork a 
Roman Gospel?, and CLXXXVUL, 14 ff. 

* The editorial element in our Mark is probably to be found in the 
impression of mystery which it seeks to convey. Everything in pre- 
sented as secret, esoteric, a veiled revelation to a little group of initiates. 
Cf. on this point the penetrating observations of LXXXVIIL, 80 ff. 

+ A restoration of the Logia that is on the whole very probable, 
based on a detailed comparison of the passages common to Matthew 
and (hake that are not to be found in Mark, is given in XCV. Cf. CCL, 
106 ff. 

“The Old Testament also has its Logia. It contains several types, 
which may profitably be compared with those of the New Testament. 
Cf. UXXXVI, 39 7. 
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earlier than, and out of harmony with the spirit of, our Gospels. 
But unfortunately the attribution of them to Q is wholly 
inferential.!_ Several critics (Loisy, Nestle, Welihausen, Wernle, 
etc.) are convinced that the language of the original was Aramaic, 
which would be another argument for its antiquity. But at 
all events it was a Greck version that was employed by Matthew 
and Luke, since the amount of verbal agreement displayed by 
them makes it impossible that they were each independently 
translating from a Semitic original. 

Harnack maintains that Q was historically superior to 
Urmarcus,* which is equivalent to saying that our knowledge 
of the teaching of Jesus is perhaps not quite so inadequate 
as our knowledge of his life. It is possible, but the assumption 
is not justified by the extent of our knowledge. We do not 
even know what the Logia contained. We can see well enough 
what Matthew and Luke took from them, but we have no 
guarantec that they omitted nothing of importance. Granting, 
however, that this is improbable,* we are still in ignorance as 
to the arrangement of the collection and the original order of 
the sayings, which Matthew and Luke obviously broke up to 
suit themselves. Again, it may be asked what is the true 
meaning in those cases where Matthew and Luke give different 
versions, All these questions must be left unanswered. De- 
tached and unconnected, these Logia have come down to us 
with no temporal or local sctting, and even those which have 
preserved a slight narrative framework afford but a doubtful 
contribution to the story of the life of Jesus. 


VI 
Tue AposToLic TRADITION CONCERNING THE LiFE oF JESUS 


In the last analysis Urmarcus and the Logia rest wholly 
upon the recollections of the immediate disciples of Jesus, 
which is perhaps the reason why tradition connected them 
with two of their number. On the unproved assumption that 
the two books were the earliest written form of these recol- 
lections, if we assign to their composition the earliest possible 


1 CXLVI, 213 ff., points out that our knowledge of the Logia is so 
uncertain that they might better be designated by the algebraic symbol 
for the unknown, X, instead of by Q. 

* On the relation between the Geschichtsquelle and the Redenquelle, 
of. LEXXVIL, ii, 157, 203. 

* LEXKIV, ch. x, advances important reasons for believing that 
Luke contains almost the whole of Q in its original order. 
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date, which would be about the year 50,1 the apostolic remin- 
iscences must have been in circulation as oral tradition (nugddoats) 
for about twenty years. That is a long time, especially when 
we consider that during this period the Christian faith came 
into existence, and began the inevitable proccss of glorify 
the figure of Jesus. On the other hand, it is too mu 
expect that the tradition itself should have accurately preserved 
all the materials necessary for a true picture of Je and only 
those. Between the Master whom they had known in the flesh 
and the Apostles’ picture of him twenty yeurs later, lay the 
drama of the Passion and the mystery of the Resurrection, 
which had shifted the emphasis of their original faith, and, 
at the same time, altered the perspective of the actual cireum- 
stances in which it had arisen. 

During these twenty years, the minds of the Apostles had 
been concentrated upon a few ideas which they had gradually 
systematized, and in the light of which they had unconsciously 
sorted out and interpreted all that they had remembered of the 
life and teaching of Jesus. Hence the treasure of the tradition 
may well have been much less rich and splendid than we are 
inclined, by a kind of reaction from the gospel legend, to 
imagine.* Since the execution of the Master did not put an 
end to his activity, it must necessarily represent a culmination 
and a transformation. Jesus the Nazarene disappeared and 
gave place to the glorified Christ, and the disciples, witnesses of 
the resurrection, or, in other words, fully persuaded that it 
had taken place, began to preach the Christ. They went 
about proclaiming that the Messianic promises made to Isracl 
had been fulfilled in Jesus, that he would soon return, and 
that his “ parousia,” or manifestation, would mark the dawn 
of the Kingdom which he had announeed. As a consequence, 
it became necessary for them to prove to themsclves and to 
others that Jesus was the Messiah expected by the Jews, and 
that he had lived, acted, and spoken as such. It is casy’to 
see that such a proof, such a surprising claim, demanded more 
than the Galilean tradition to support it. The idea of the 
Messiah was already established, and Jesus had to be adapted 






















1Jt has been claimed that the most striking of the sayings were 
committed to writing during the actual lifetime of Jesus, und even thet 
Q dated from that period. Cf. CLEXII, 171 77, and CX, x. These are 
no more than impressions and have no rational foundation, 

The writer is inclined to agree with CLXI, 403 ff., that little by 
little two sets of narratives grew up: one in the Galilean setting, which 
probably remained somewhat bare and scanty ; the other in the atmo- 
sphere of Jerusalem, richer but hardly so authentic, because it based 
itself upon the death of Jesus as the essential fact of his life. 
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to it. Messianic expectation was sufficiently indefinite regard- 
ing the type of “the one who was to come” for this not to 
seem completely impossible, but it was at least necessary for 
the person and life of the Nazarene to carry out and justify 
the scriptural texts which the Jews regarded as announcing 
and foreshadowing the Blessed of Jahweh. Accordingly the 
Apostles began to discover, probably not much to their surprise, 
that they had not correctly understood many of the sayings 
of Jesus, that thcy had misinterpreted certain of his acts. 
They revised and, -in the exact sense of the word, reformed 
their idea of him by placing it in a Messianic light. Instinc- 
tively, they dropped many recollections which did not har- 
monize with their present belief, and “ revived ” others which 
appropriately strengthened it. Actually it was from their 
imagination and not their memory that these latter were called 
forth, to mect the need of their apologetic and the questions 
raised by their controversy with the Jews. There is, of course, 
no question of their good faith; but an irresistible necessity 
gradually cffaced from their minds the outlines of the disap- 
pointing truth, and engraved in its stead a picture of the life 
of Jesus better adapted to the requirements of his Messiahship. 
With an unconscious, but inevitable logic, they revised the 
actual order of his life, working back from the Resurrection 
to the Nutivity.? 

It may be assumed that the Apostles themselves did, to a 
eertain extent, endeavour to resist the powerful forces of 
suggestion which impelled them to a forgetfulness of the facts, 
and that if their recollections became selected, transfigured, 
enriched, they did not, for all that, entirely lose contact with 
historical truth. But the faith of their disciples was not 
subject to the same restraints. With no means of choosing 
between the various influences which tended to substitute an 
imaginary Christ for the real Jcsus, their faith was moulded 
by them all: the popular Messianic ideas; the supposedly 
prophetic * texts of the Old Testament ; the mythical motifs 
current throughout the Semitic Orient, and ready to crystallize 
about any type of religious hero; the mystery religions of 


+ A very good outline of this reconstruction wil! be found in CII, 


i, 1769. 

2 CII, i, 386. On the subject of this anxiety to find in Jesus the 
fulfilment of the Scriptures, which resulted in the sheer invention of 
incidents, see LXTV in general. Harnack advances as au argument for 
the historicity of Mark, the fact that the Old Testament has scarcely 
any influence upon its tradition (XCIV, 95). That is true in com- 
parison with Matthew, and especially with John, but absolutely, as 
we shall see, it requires qualification. 
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Syria and Asia, in which the Saviour God, dying and rising 
again, was united with his followers by powerful rites, half 
symbolic and half realistic, which at once commemorated and 
in some way re-enacted, the saving drama of his life’; and 
finally the Jewish attitude, which made it necessary for Christian 
preaching to produce convincing miracles by Jesus, for, as 
Saint Paul says, ‘‘the Jews seek after signs ” (1 Cor. i. 22f.). 

There must also be added the influence of the “ prophets ” 
—of whom Paul is the most striking example—who in all 
faith confused and blended the recolicctions which they may 
have owed to a genuine tradition, with the ideas derived from 
their own special revelations and visions. A man like Paul 
would attribute at least as much historical validity and a good 
deal more importance to what he had “ learned of the Lord ” 
by direct communication than to what he might have gathered 
from the lips of one or other of the Twelve. 

Hence, the first Christians who judged it desirable to put 
it in writing found themselves in the presence of a very much 
depreciated tradition, a tradition diminished in one dircction 
and enlarged in another. They were moved to the attempt, 
not by any consideration for our historical curiosity, but by 
the ethical or cultual requirements of Christian teaching, for 
the sake of which the first gospel compilations were made. 
We must imagine the two original source-books of our Synoptic 
Gospels as collections of sayings or incidents madc for a special 
purpose, and it is evident that the authors of such tendentious 
collections cannot be taken as trustworthy judges of the in- 
trinsic importance of what they leave out. It is reasonable to 
suppose that Urmarcus and Q were not the only compilations 
of this sort in circulation at the time. Even if we concede 
the authenticity of their reputed authorship, which probably 
determined their survival, it must be admitted that it did not 
procure for their texts the respect of their readers and copyists, 
who had few scruples about altering them and filling them with 
variations of a more or less serious character. 

Hence, it is legitimate to question the trustworthiness of 
the letter of our present texts.* Before their canonization had 
more or less fixed their text, the Gospels had enjoyed a con- 
siderable circulation, possibly to their detriment. Of course 
we do not possess the originals, and we know them only as 
copies of copies. The strict accuracy of the archetypes them- 


1XLVHL, 64f.; XLI, 80f., 208f., 228 7.; CCXLVH, 347.; 
OCOXXVINL, 174 9. 

"On the gospel text and its history ¢f. LX; LV; LO, ii; LXXXIV, 
part i; LXQ, part i, 1-59; XXVIU, i, 475-8e. 
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selves is doubtful, and since then the carelessness, the ignorance, 
or, worse still, the conceit of many a copyist, have worked 
havoe with the unfortunate text, not to mention the mischief 
done by the intentional “ corrections ” of those who have 
deliberately modified it, in one direction or another, to suit 
their religious vicws.1_ The patient work of exegesis can, 
perhaps, by a painstaking comparison of the manuscripts, 
correct some of these various corruptions. But it is to be 
feared that there are still some which we are no longer in a 
position to detect. Many of the innumerable variants are of 
no importance, but there are some, as we shall see, that are 
very disturbing.” 

Since the two souree-books did not include the whole of 
the oral tradition, the latter continued in circulation alongside 
them, offering a ready reception to edifying improvements, and 
always tending to influence the redactors of the texts, Some, 
such as Papias himself, still gave it preference over the writings, 
because they found it fuller. They failed to observe that its 
riches were not all genuine, as the absurdities which were 
current in the time of the Phrygian bishop sufficiently demon- 
strate. Eusebius, who had first-hand acquaintance with the 
works of Papius, brings the following charge against them: 
He (Papias) “ adds some other things, as taken from the oral 
tradition, certain parables from the teaching of the Saviour 
which are surprising, and a number of stories which are wholly 
mythical (s0Wexdrega).” * 

It is probable that it was from this tradition—which, what- 
ever it had originally been, was no longer a tradition in the 
proper sense, but merely an affirmation of the internal evidence 
of the faith ‘—that the various redactors who successively 
worked upon Urmarcus and Q obtained the supplementary 
information of which they found themselves in need. Some 
of these additions are obvious from a cursory examination, 
such as the childhood narratives in Matthew and Luke, and 
the conclusion of Mark (xvi. 2-20). Others are Icss obvious 
or completely concealed, but their presence is unquestionable. 
To many modern critics * the presence of this oral tradition, 
plastic and instinctively adapting itself to the needs of the 

1 Concerning the old texts of our Gospels, sec LEXXIV, 27 ff. 

* Cf. LW, index ii, 380.—CY., for example, Luke xxii. 15-20, in the 
classic exaiuples furnished by the Teatus Receptus, and in Codex Bezae, 
entitled D, the great representative of the so-called Western text. 

*#H.LE., 3, 89, 11. A suggestive review of the influences which 
affected the development of the gospel tradition will be found in CLVI, 


2589. For details sce LXXKVI. 
“Cadbury, XIN, ii, 263. * Cf. Loisy, RHLR, 1922, 427; COV, 80. 
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growing faith, appears to be the decisive factor in the shaping 
of our Gospels, and for that reason they no longer attach much 
importance to the problem of the written sourecs of these books. 
They regard them as mere incidents in the great process of 
constructing the legend of Jesus Christ, which came to an end 
only with the establishment of the canon, and it would be 
hard to say that they are wrong. 

Our Gospels, then, were written to serve the purposes of 
instruction, of controversial apologetic, and of organized wor- 
ship, and strictly speaking it is from these that they had their 
birth. But forty or fifty years after the death of Jesus, Christian 
apologetic } was no longer merely concerned with proving that 
the Nazarenc had been the Messiah ; it had to take into account 
a developed Christology, which raised problems concerning the 
relation of the Lord to God and to the cosmos quite incapable 
of solution by the Galilcan paradosis. It was still subject, 
moreover, to the influences that had so specdily made them- 
selves felt upon the original tradition, and to them was now 
added that of Jewish Apocalyptic, which had undergone 4 
vigorous revival about the time of the Great Revolt (4.p. 67-70)," 
that of the Apocryphal Gospels, in which the edifying legends 
of popular belief were set forth with a complete absence of 
restraint or good taste,* and finally, perhaps above all, that 
of the final breach between Judaism and Christianity, which 
inevitably tended to invest Jesus with a person and character 
irreconcilable with the idcas of Isracl. We may sum up this 
long discussion with the conclusion that the redaction of the 
most important episodes of the Synoptics, the Passion, for 
example, was especially influenced by cultual considerations. 
As soon as the Christian Lord (xgtoc) became an object of 
worship, a cultual legend became a necessity, and the Gospels, 
from Mark to John, show a steady progress towards this end. 
There is no need to call them merely cult legends, as some have 
done,‘ but that is undoubtedly one of their aspects, and perhaps 

1 Baldens; t, Lapologétique de la primitive Egliee, son influence 
tur la tradition ‘des origines et ‘iu minisicre galiléen’ de Jésus, 7 de 
théol. et de philos., Lausanne, 1920, 5-43. 

i , 69 f7.; Hollmann, Welche Religion hatten die Juden als 
Jeaus aufirat?, Halle, 1905, 37 ff. 

* CLXXXV, 7. There is no difference in kind between the storics 
of the childhood to be found in Matthew and Luke and those, for instance, 
collected by W. Bauer in CXL. 

* LXXXVI, 227 : * So sind die Evangelien Kultlegenden.” LXXXI, 
124: “Die Evangelien sind kultische Volksbiicher oder auch Volks- 
tiimmliche Kultbiicher.” In the opinion of CXCH, the Passion, recast 
for liturgical purposes, waa probably the beginning of the gospel tradi- 
tion, and COV, 16 ff., advances 2 similar view. 
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the principal one. It is evident that the attempt to adapt the 
gospel tradition to liturgical requirements must effectively have 
contributed to the introduction of mythical and the suppression 
of historical elements. The tradition may have been different 
to begin with, but. we know it only in the adapted form which 
organized worship imposed upon it. We shall see later, for 
example, that the institution of Holy Week is not the same 
in the Synoptics as in John, and that the liturgical commemora- 
tion of Easter is appointed at different times and governed by 
different practices in the Asiatic churches and in the other 
communities on pagan soil. It seems probable that the sur- 
prising divergence of the Fourth Gospel from the other three 
is due to, and motivated by, the necessity of justifying an 
established ritual custom, and that, on the other hand, the 
same thing is truc of the synoptic tradition itself, which was 
called upon to justify a different custom. If it is true that the 
gospcl tradition is “ in very large part a product of the Christian 
faith ’ (Loisy), the influence upon it of the ritual in which that 
faith expressed itself, is only a special case of the general 
phenomenon. There is nothing surprising in the fact that it 
is more striking than the rest, for the requirements of worship 
are morc immediate and imperious than those of reflection, 
especially at the period we are dealing with. 

Moreover, the first redactors of our Synoptics, who already 
had little enough inducement to adhere to historical truth, 
did not even succeed in giving a final form to the gospel beliefs 
and conception of Jesus, since a comparison of their three 
texts and of the manuscripts which remain to us reveals that 
they suffered o number of subsequent altcrations before be- 
coming relatively stabilized in the canon. We say “ relatively’ 
because between the end of the second century and the period 
of our oldest manuscripts (such as the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus) 
which date from some time in the fourth, occur all the small 
corrections and rearrangements of detail made by the various 
Churches in the text as they knew it, and all the work of 
revision, emendation and adjustment, accomplished during the 
third and fourth centuries in the great Christian schools of 
Alexandria, Palestinian Cesarea and Antioch. It is hardly a 
rash assumption that the exegetes of those times were influenced 
less by the strict principles of modern textual criticism than 
by the demands of their reason and of their faith. 

On the whole, all the work of early Christian thought on 
the oral and written tradition regarding Jesus may be summed 
up in one sentence: # tends progressively to discard historical 

1 CLYL, 270 f.; XIU, ii, 191, n, 1. 
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reality and to substitute for it edifying legend. What is sur- 
prising is not that our Synoptics contain so little of the actual 
life and authentic teaching of Jesus, but that they appear still 
to preserve some fragments of it.1 We have reason to be 
grateful to the method of symbolic interpretation, which per- 
haps was the means of saving several important incidents, and 
to the zest of our three Evangelists for compilation, which led 
them to ignore the neccssity of blending the various elements 
of their collection into a coherent whole. If they had been 
occupied with this aim, they would have bequeathed to us 
three documents of the type of the Fourth Gospel, and of as 
little help in reconstructing the historical Jesus. 

Nevertheless, all liberal critics, even those most concerned. 
to maintain the historical reality of Christ, and the possibility 
of reaching it through the Synopties, emphasize the inadequacy 
of the information contained therein. They agree that it gives 
us only the outline of a secondary representation, namely, the 
coneeption of the Lord Jesus which was created by the genera- 
tion after the Apostles, and that it is, morcover, only a onc- 
dimensional picture of Jesus, so to speak, on a single plane, 
showing nothing of the variety, change, and development in 
which life expresses itself. 

Some have attempted to minimize this latter defect, repug- 
nant to the psychologist, by maintaining that Jesus was so 
essentially simple that he would not have changed greatly, 
or that his career was too short to allow him time to develop, 
But it remains to be disproved that the reason he seems to us 
simple is because the gospel texts conceal his true life and 
character. We no longer regard the Nazarene only with the 
eyes of the men who, at the end of the first century, directed 
their hopes towards the glorious future of his apocalyptic 
return rather than towards the reality of his earthly past, 
and for whom his image was fixed in the immobility of a super- 
human perfection. To questions which scem to us elementary, 
the testimony which these offer gives no answer, save, possibly, 
a false or an erroneous onc, because these witnesses were con- 
cerned only with the requirements of their faith, and not with 
the problems of history. They were exclusively interested in 
the myth of salvation which they had substituted for the facts 
of the existence and preaching of Jesus, and, save for a few 
inadvertencies, they retained of the original tradition, of the 
veridical recollections of the Galilean Master, only so much as 

° 29, extends this remark and regards the existence of 


the first five books of the New Testament us a greater miracle than 
any contained in them. 
z 
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accorded with their conception of the Lord. Even in the 
Gospel of Mark “we have no longer a historical biography 
of Jesus, but a series of anecdotes strung together ” (Bousset). 
Strung together arbitrarily, we should add, sometimes with an 
apologetic or cultual motive, sometimes at random. A com- 
parative study of the parallel incidents of the three Synoptics 
and a close analysis of the context of each leads inevitably 
to the conclusion that probably not a single one of them is 
either perfectly accurate or in its right place historically. 
Even the little outline of the life of Jesus given by Mark, to 
which the Christian tradition has adhered at all costs, is 
possibly only the ercation of a redactor. It is small consola- 
tion to reflect that, with little exception, this was the usual 
mode of writing history in the ancient Oricnt.1 But we are 
denied even that, if, as everything scems to show, it was a 
Hellenistic community which created, on Greek soil, the literary 
form of the ‘ Gospel.” ? 


Wn 
Tur Apostoiic TRADITION CONCERNING THE CHARACTER AND 
Teacninc oF Jesus 


Lacking the help of the historical life of Jesus, is there at 
least a possibility left of arriving at some knowledge of his char- 
actcr and his fundamental ideas ? It is agreed that the gospel 
discourses attributed to him are, for the most part, including 
the most famous of all, the Sermon on the Mount, the work 
of redactors. Assuming that the teachings and sayings which 

“ompose them really emanated from Jesus, the question is 
Vk far they have preserved their original character and mean- 
Pug in becoming part of an artificial discourse. Many of the 
sayings of the Nazarene dealt with particular situations, and 
flaimed no wider application. They cannot be incorporated 
in a connected discourse directed to a much more general 
object, without ignoring their essential character, and investing 
them with a scope which possibly they did not originally possess. 
For example, when Jesus says: ‘‘ Think not that I am 
eome to destroy the Law or the Prophets ” (Matt. v. 17), the 
probability is that he is simply protesting against a tendency 
to regard him as a religious reformer. Luke xvi. 17 gives 
the saying as an independent logion. Matthew, on the other 
) Bultmann, Ixxxvi, has made the most thorough inquiry of this 
sort. Cf. CLVI, 280 g. 
* Cf. on this point, XII, ii, ch. 2. * LEXXVI, 226. 
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hand, by incorporating it in the Sermon on the Mount, sets 
it in quite a different light. | Further, the authenticity of all 
these words attributed to Jesus is open to qu It is 
hardly reassuring to remember that before being written down 
they had had a wide oral circulation, that they had been 
adapted to the purposes of apologetics, and that they had 
served as controversial weapons. 

The truth is, they are judged by their present appearance, 
and that is a very dangerous criterion. The logia of Jesus, 
we are told,* are like pebbles which the waves of tradition 
have rolled and polished, and thrown into chanée group, and 
patterns, but which, like real pebbles, have remained essentially 
unchanged, and may still be known for what they are. Such 
figures of speech are misleading. There are many things we 
do not know about the pebble which we pick up on the beach, 
or pluck from the chalky matrix of the cliff. Who ean tell 
where its substance was formed ; how it was torn from its 
original place ; what werc its inal size and shape; when 
it began its journcy; and by what road it travelled before 
coming to rest in the place where we find it? Nevertheless, 
we do at least know its name and age, and the nature of the 
rock of which it is a fragment. But where is the infallible 
test that will enable us with certainty to pick out from the 
rest a saying of Jesus, a saying that has reached us, like the 
pebble, worn and polished by long usage? Conybeare,? a 
scholar who is not afraid of bold negative conclusions, main- 
tains that the majority of the gospel legia have a common 
stamp, which a little experience makes it possible to recognize 
with certainty. ‘It scems hypercritical, not to say absurd” 
to regard them as a collection of sayings issuing from different 
persons. The same claim is madc about the parables, whose 
essential unity of style and spirit is undisputable. When we 
read the Psalms of David or the Proverbs of Solomon, the 
fact that they are written by various authors is quickly apparent. 
“In the sayings and parables of the Gospel, on the coutrary, 
it is everywhere the same mind that speaks and expresses itself 
in the originality of their similes.” ¢ Hence it is clear that it 
is the appearance of the logia that constitutes the criterion of 
their genuineness. 

The acceptance of this criterion still docs not compel us 
to conclude that, if the logia came from a single source, that 

















‘Cf. further Luke xiv. 26 and Mutt. x. 387, on the subject of filial 
affection. 

* CXLIM, 58. CCL, 187; of. XXXIM, 176. 

* CLEXX, 24. 
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source must be identified with the teaching of Jesus. It is 
known, however, that both before and after the time of Christ 
the Jews were in the habit of making collections of the dicta 
of their rabbis. The authenticity of the sayings, for example, 
attributed by the Mishnak to Gamaliel, Hillel, Eliezer, and 
other carly Jewish Fathers, has never been disputed, though 
they were committed to writing at a much later date after 
their utterance than were the logia of Jesus. 

Hence, after making every allowance for the editorial cor- 
ruptions that are always possible, there is a chance that the 
logia which our Evangelists found in Q were substantially 
authentic. We cannot, however, fecl quite so confident on 
the point as those critics, such as Boussct and Conybeare, who 
find the above argument entirely conclusive, for the reason 
that we do not share their certainty of being able to recognize 
the stamp of Jesus upon what they offer as specimens of the 
gospel teaching. Without entirely endorsing the uncompromis- 
ing challenge of Steudal, who holds the mythological view : 
“T shall be obliged to any theologian who will bring me a 
saying of Jesus which I cannot prove to have been already 
in existence in his time,’ we do not always see in the logia 
ascribed to Jesus the inimitable originality which is still some- 
times attributed to them. We would even go so far as to say 
that many of them would attract no attention whatever, if 
they hud been found in some dubious collection of agrapha 
instead of in a canonical book. 

Morcover, it is not quite fair to compare the preservation 
of our logia with that of the rabbinical Sayings of the Fathers. 
Gamaliel, Hillcl, Eliezer, etc., no doubt increased in stature 
with the passage of time, and people may have arbitrarily 
attributed to them here and there some striking saying to 
which the tradition assigned no author. But none of them 
became the Christ, the Son of God. Between them and the 
time when their sayings were fixed in writing, as far as we 
know, no Saint Paul intervened, and the point is undoubtedly 
significant, Finally they were never appealed to in support 
of a faith supposed to be derived from their teaching. 

Pending a detailed proof, these simple considerations will 
perhaps suffice to show that the texts concerning the teaching 
of Jesus have little more chance of having remained unaltered 
than those which profess to dea] with his life. Both have 
suffered addition or omission in essential points. The most 
we can hope is that we may still possess the original gist, or 
something like it, of a considerable number of those moral 
teachings of Jesus which came into no conflict with the Christo- 
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Jogicat development, and of some of his precepts concerning 
the love of God and trust in him. 

It must be admitted that many critics are more optimistic, 
or rather, though they are pessimistic enough when they study 
the gospel texts themselves, they change their attitude when 
they come to interpret them historically. It is only fair to 
give some account of their reasons, which are not entirely 
without weight. 

Renan, who was a master of fine distinctions, sums up his 
impressions of the Gospels as follows: ‘‘ They are neither 
biographies after the manner of Suctonius nor artificial legends 
after the manner of Philostratus; they are romantic biog- 
raphies. I should compare them with the legends of the 
saints, with the lives of Plotinus, Proclus, Isidore, and other 
writings of the same kind, in which historical truth and the 
desire to present models of virtue are blended in varying 
proportions. Inaccuracy, which is one of the characteristics 
of all popular writings, is especially conspicuous in this type. 
Let us suppose that ten or twelve years ago? three or four old 
soldiers of the Empire had independently sct themselves to 
write the life of Napoleon on the basis of their memories. Their 
narratives would naturally exhibit numerous crrors and striking 
discrepancies . . . but something would emerge from these 
naive accounts which would have a high degree of truth, 
namely, the character of the hero, the impression that he made 
on those around him. From this point of view such popular 
narratives would be worth more than a sober official history. 
We may say the same of the Gospels. Solely concerned to 
throw into relief the greatness of the Mastcr, his miracles and 
his teaching, the Evangelists are completely indifferent to 
everything but the very essence of Jesus. ... The degree 
of inspiration that was ascribed to the sayings of Jesus was in 
inverse proportion to that attributed to his chroniclers. The 
latter regarded themselves merely as scribes, and concentrated 
on just one thing: omitting nothing of what they knew.”* 
This view of the Gospels, however, does not correspond wit) 
the facts, and the very penetrating observations on the neces- 
sity which transformed Jesus into a figure of legend, with 
which Renan follows this rhetorical outburst, are not sufficient 
to correct the misleading character of his judgment. It was 
not the essence of Jesus that intcrested the authors of our 
Gospels, it was the essence of Christ, as their faith pictured 
him. They are exclusively interested, not in reporting what 
they know, but in proving what they believe. 

) Thia was written in 1863. * CLXVII, xliv. 
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It is curious that even the men whose efforts have done 
most to prove that this is indubitably the evidence of our 
texts, are themselves betrayed, by imperceptible stages, into 
agreement with Renan. An atavistic instinet, more powerful 
than their reason, makes the negative conclusions to which 
their exegesis points intolerable to them, and drives them to 
postulate, for the benefit of the gospel narrative, a species of 
truth analogous to that which Renan attributed to the story 
of the Passion. In his words, “‘ they are not literally true, but 
they have a higher truth, They are truer than the bare truth 
in the sense that they are truth rendered eloquent and signi- 
fieant, truth raised to the level of anidea.” It scems difficult to 
conecive, in the field of history, of a truth superior to accuracy, 
which is made manifest only through errors of detail, Further- 
morc, the process which claims to raise a fact to the level of 
idea hardly inspires confidence, for in the domain of religion, 
have usually no relation to facts. 
ith less rhetoric, and, incidentally, less elegance, than 
Renan, but quite as confidently, a number of important modern 
critics champion the great historical value of our Synoptics, 
and thus repudiate in sum the concessions extorted by their 
detailed critical analysis. Some maintain? that the relevant. 
recollections of the Galilean disciples were definitely fixed 
between a.p. 30 and 70, and that the growth of the tradition 
did not affect their essential content. Such was the position 
of Loisy in his Evangiles Synoptiques, when he wrote ?: “ Not- 
withstanding the importance that must be assigned to the 
influence of traditional ideas and of gospel redaction, the first 
three Gospels are substantially a faithful reflection of the 
teaching of Jesus,” though he did make the following reserva- 
tion: “The evaluation of the narratives is a very delicate 
matter." We are told of the “solid ground” beneath the 
accumulation of legend,® or the “sound historical material” 
which the synoptic tradition ‘in general” contains,‘ or the 
substantial identity of the accounts (Erséhlungsstoff) given by 
the various narrators.® Other cri more or less inclined to 
be suspicious of Matthew and Luke, retain their confidence 
in Mark, as embodying the best form of the early tradition.* 
All these “ recantations ” seem to indicate the dominance of 
a religious complex, the more fatal to clear judgment in that 


1 XOML, iv 

1 OUT, i, 82. Cf. Autour dun petit lire’, 88. * OLXVIL, 17. 
\XLVIL, 64. The same impression is given by COXVI, 48, and 
OORVE a, 28; ORLY, 225, 
* OLEXX, 16. «GEV. 12; CLEXXV, 70; CLXXV, 47, 
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it is unconscious. Those who realize it gradually free them- 
selves from it, as Loisy, for instance, has done, and come to 
see the desert of our knowledge in its true light, undeluded 
by mirages. 

One important fact is certain: the synoptic tradition still 
presents Jesus as a living person. It docs not translate him 
into the realm of divinity, as the Pauline writings go on to do. 
But if it vouches for the actuality of his life, it does not reveal 
the truth of it. On the contrary, it conceals it. under accretions 
which have no conncetion with the actual facts. We are con- 
fronted by the problem of distinguishing between genuine 
tradition and apologetic figments. There are liberal critics 
who maintain that the legendary figure of the Lord is always 
animated by the vivid experience of Jesus. This optimistic 
conviction is based on the belief that Urmarcus and Q were 
originally trustworthy documents, which is precisely what we 
have endeavoured to show they were not. Even had they 
really been so, it would help us little, because they have heen 
so mishandled by the gospel redactors. The contradictions in 
our three texts are not, as some still seck to maintain, limited 
to the arrangement and style of the narrative, they penctrate 
and infect the historical substratum itself—the Hrzdhlungsstoff. 
It is not, as a rule, so casy as it seems to certain crit! to 
distinguish “the diamond from the bit of polished glass” 
(Jélicher). It is only by means of the most patient and minute 
critical labour over every gospel statement, that, aided by the 
oversights, the blunders, thé lapses of intelligence or the slips 
of logic, into which our Evangelists have fallen, we can hope 
at most to reach probabilities on certain points—apart from 
the definite negative conclusions ne rily entailed by the 
impossibilities of the canonical narrative. 

So far we have been concerned only with the narratives. 
For the “genuineness ”’ of the logia, we are referred to the 
inevitable parallel of the Rabbinical literature, and the argument 
uns as follows. The logia come from a country where the 
teachings of the rabbis were committed to memory by their 
disciples, and preserved by this mcans without essential altera- 
tion for generations, The proof of the latter is that if we 
collect and compare the Talmudic traditions concerning the 
great ‘‘ Masters ” of Isracl, we obtain of each of them a charac- 
teristic and lifelike picture, which has every appcarance of 
truth. This unerring memory, still charactcristie of the 
Orientals today, together with the intellectual inertia of the 
Palestinians of the time of Jesus, and the clean, sharp outlines 
of the sayings and parables, provide convincing evidence of 
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the genuineness at issue. In those days the rabbis were en- 
gaged in splitting hairs, and despised reality. Is it to be 
conceived that a work so vital, so closely in touch with con- 
erete reality, could have emanated from any but a most 
original personality ? On close inspection our Evangelists un- 
doubtedly reveal themselves as interpolators ; but though they 
have invented details, they are certainly not creators. They 
have no intellectual independence, and all their work is moulded 
by a twofold pattern, a personality (Vorbild) and a document 
(Vorschrift), which are quite unintelligible unless they reflect 
a man and a teaching. The apologetic tendency of these 
Evangelists is undeniable, which makes their inclusion of so 
many useless details, so many anecdotes irrelevant to their 
purpose, quite incomprehensible except on the assumption that 
these were part of the tradition, and that they either did not 
dare or did not know how to get rid of them. Why have they 
preserved so many instances in which Jesus appears as a mere 
teacher of morals (Sittenlehrer), and in no wise as a divine 
Redeemer (Erldsergott), when they themselves thought of him 
only as the latter? The picture of the man and his teaching 
unfortunately remains fragmentary, but these fragments un- 
doubtedly represent scraps of reality, so that, though the 
biography of Jesus is full of yawning gaps, the figure of the 
Nazarene and the essence of his teaching are almost completely 
known to us.1 

It is not to be denied that these arguments contain some 
truth, but, plausible as they appear, a close examination of 
the texts that are supposed to justify them reveals their illusory 
character. It is remarkable, for instance, that men possessing 
such powers of memory have not even accurately retained the 
names of the Twelve Apostles, or the letter of the Paternoster. 
On the other hand, as we have tried to show, it seems evident 
that Urmarcus and Q, the sole bases of the gospel edifice, 
embody a tradition much less reliable and much more corrupt 
than is realized by the opponents of Drews. We may concede 
that the breath of life is still discernible in our Synoptics, and 
that the outline of a man and the traces of an individual 
activity are still to be distinguished, but that falls far short 
of what we need to see and know in order to form any clear 
and certain conception of the person of Jesus. 


* These expressions are borrowed from CLXKX, 25f.; CXLIH, 
48f.; and COXVI-c, 26f7.; that is to say, from poldnieal works 
directed against the adherents of the mythological view; but they 
are a those employed by most of the liberal critics. Cf. also XXXIU, 
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Vii 
Tue Exrra-Canonican Gospets ! 


There are no other sources available to us besides the two 
to which our only means of approach js through the Synopties, 
Urmareus and Q, as we have observed, were probably not the 
only books inspired by the apostolic tradition, nor were these 
ancient documents made use of only by Mark, Matthew, and 
Luke. But whatever gospel writings may have been in circu- 
lation at the same time as the two mentioned by Papias, they 
have, unfortunately, disappeared, and of the Gospels which 
were authorized in various Churches, such as the “ Gospel 
according to the Hebrews,” the ‘‘ Gospel according to the 
Nazarenes,"”" the “Gospel according to the Ebionites,” etc., 
we possess only small fragments. However, as far as we can 
judge, these different versions made use of no sources beyond 
those known to the Synoptics, and were no more faithful to 
them than they. Our impression, at least with regard to the 
“‘ Gospel according to the Hebrews ” and the “ Gospel necord- 
ing to the Egyptians,” is that they are dependent on our 
canonical Gospels, and we can expect from them no more than 
a basis of comparison and criticism.? Still less is to be derived 
from the imaginary, and often fantastic compositions which 
go by the names of the “ Protevangelium of James,” the 
“ Gospel of the Childhood,” the “ History of Joseph the Car- 
penter,”” etc., or from the Gnostic writings known as the 
“ Gospel of Thomas,” the “ Gospel of Philip,” and the “ Gospel 
of Eve,”* of which, in any case, we have only scattered 
fragments. 

The Egyptian Oxyrynchus Papyri have given us a dozen 
or so logia, which were discovered by Hunt and Grenfell in 
1897 and 1908 respectively. They appear to have been part 
of a collection made about the middle of the sccond century, 
and the sources and origins of this collection have been the 

‘For bibliography see James, The Apocryphal New Testament, 
Oxford, 1924, 29. 

CTL, i, 200; CLXXXV, 6. Cf. especially A. Schmidtke, New 
Fragmenie und Untersuchungen zu den judenchristlichen Evangelien, 

ipzig, . 

ia CXXXII. The texts are to be found in CKXXVII and CXXXVI, 
and a German translation, together with valuable comments, in CXXXIV. 
On the use that is to be made of these legends, sec CKKXII and CXLI. 

“All these fragments are published in XXIII (nos. 11 and 81), ‘The 
best edition is that of (XL. See also Ern, Buonaiuti, Detté extracanonici 
di Gesu, Rome, 1925. 
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subject of much discussion.’ It was definitely not based upon 
our Synoptics, because several of the logia it contains have 
no parallel in our texts, and those which do resemble them differ 
too widely in form to have been directly derived from them. 
Some critics therefore conclude that the Oxyrhynchus collection 
represents an independent compilation based directly upon the 
tradition. Others explain them as derived from our canonical 
texts, but more or less completely distorted by the imagination 
of the collector. Others again prefer the idea of an anthology 
taken from one or more of the extra-canonical Gospels. Sup- 
port may he adduced for all these views, but the essential 
pont is that there is no reason to belicve that these logia 
omitted from the Writings (which is the literal meaning of the 
word agrapha by which they are designated) are any older, 
that is, any nearer to the original form, than those contained 
in our Synopties. The collection can hardly be older than 
A.D, 140, It is therefore improbable that it was made under 
any more favourable conditions than Mark, Matthew, and 
Luke. We shall probably not be far wrong in describing it 
as a little book of extracts from one or more of the non-canonical 
Gospels.2_ The “ Gospel according to the Egyptians,” which 
was at first suggested, must be excluded from the possible 
sources, because we know that it was already infected with 
Gnosticism, and was related to the Pistis Sophia, whereas the 
Oxyrhynchus logia exhibit the characteristic Synoptic colouring. 
Possibly the “Gospel according to the Hebrews’ was the 
principal source.? A Lucan tinge appears in at least one of 
these logia, number two, which may be translated: ‘‘ And the 
kingdom (or reign) of Heaven is within you." This is the 
only echo to be found in any of the texts of the famous twenty- 
first verse of the seventcenth chapter of Luke: “ for behold, 
the kingdom of God is within you (or among you).”” 

It is probable that we have here a collection of extracts 
made for the private use of a few believers. The state of 
preservation of the papyrus is poor, and the restorations that 
have to be made in the text are very often mere conjecture. 
On the whole, this interesting find is disappointing. It tells 
us nothing that we did not already know, and in the opinion 
of the writer, there is not much hope of anything better from 
future discoveries. 

All the ancient writings that have come down to us have 
been carefully searched for sayings attributed to Jesus that 

 OXL, xxxviii. 1 OXL, xf. * OXL, Ixvii. 

‘The mutilated Greek text may be restored as follows: xal 4 

fad [sla ribv obpardr] eve; dpdv [éJors. 
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are not ineluded in the canonical books, but these Agrapha 
are open to the same objections as those just dealt with. 
The most we can hope to obtain from them is occasional light 
on the details of the teaching of Jesus; they make no con- 
tribution to his biography. 

There is another vast body of literature which is full of 
information about Jesus, namely, the Apocrypha of the New 
Testament. Renan's verdict on these is as follows: “ Un- 
interesting and puerile elaborations, based on the canonicat 
gospels and adding nothing of valuc.” In any case, all they 
have to offer is the history of the development of the legend of 
Jesus, and the amazing inventions of a faith which, desirous 
of leaving no part of the human existence of the Lord unex- 
plored, pictured it in the terms of its own imaginings, as a 
dazzlingly miraculous fairy tale. One of these apocryphal 
writings, the Protevangelium of James, ix exceedingly intcrest- 
ing from the point of view of the history of Christian piety 
and the inspiration of Christian art, but it is quite irrelevant 
to the biography of Jesus.* 

To all appearances the gencration which followed that of 
our Evangelists knew no more than the latter about. the Lord, 
and the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, the first Christian 
authors of the period between the closing years of the first 
century and the middle of the second, are of little assistance. 
They can uid us in tracing the history of the canon and of the 
legend of Jesus, but that is all. Their authors were no better 
informed than we regarding the facts of the life of the Master, 
and were much less compctent to make the hest use of the 
available traditions.? 

Some scholars are of the opinion that several of the main 
incidents in the gospel life of Jesus, several of the essential 
features of his teaching, betray some influence of Indian 
Buddhism on the ideas current in the Christian communitics 
at the time of the writing of the Synoptics. Apart, however, 
from the fact that the question of this influence is extremely 
obscure, Buddhistie sources could do no more than help us to 
understand some of the mythical elements of the gospel narra- 
tive. We need not labour the point here; we shall have an 














1 The best collection is CXXXVIL, or, in French, E. Besson, Les 
Logia agrapha, Bihorel-les-Rouen, 1923. 

? All this literature is dealt with in detail by CKXXII and CXL. 
The Protevangelium of James is published, with a good French trans- 
lation, in CEXXVI, i. 

"Cf. Bartlett, The New Testament in the apostolic Fathers, New 
York, 1905. 
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opportunity to revert to it in cases where a comparison may 
seem to be of value.* 


Conciusion 


To sum up, the tradition and recollections, more or less 
accurate, assembled in Urmarcus and Q, are all we have on 
which to base our knowledge of Jesus and his teaching. Further, 
our only means of access to them is through our Synoptics, 
in which it is by no means certain that they are completely 
included, and in which, in any case, their arrangement, setting 
and connexion are quite arbitrary. It is evident on first 
examination that the independent sources of Matthew and 
Luke furnish no supplementary information of any value, 
apart, possibly, from a few details, inasmuch as they are almost 
wholly confined to the miraculous accounts of the Nativity 
and the Resurrection. Even, however, if we still possessed 
Urmarcus and Q in their original form, we should be little 
better off than we are now, since Urmarcus was already a patch- 
work of traditions of varying authenticity, and Q a mere collec- 
tion of sayings and parables with no temporal or local setting. 
As Wernle justly observes, traditions about Jesus are not Jesus, 
and logia attributed to him, even correctly, are not his com- 
plete teaching ; and the attempt to construct a whole out of 
these disjointed fragments, is in great danger of following in 
the footsteps of the Synoptic authors themselves and achieving 
complete artificiality. The more we are convinced that there 
is no confidenee to be placed in the Evangelists’ arrangement 
of their source-material, the more we are forced to the con- 
clusion that a reconstruction of the life of Jesus is impossible. 
We may still possess some stones of the edifice (Bausteine) but 
the plan of it (Bauplan) is unknown to us. The most we can 
legitimately attempt is to discover these stones in the later 
constructions that made use of them, to isolate them, and to 
study them, and even in this we must be prepared for many 
disappointments. Between us and the reality is always inter- 


1 Everything necessary for a general study of the question may be 
found in CCLXXXV. Cf. XLI, 5 ff.; La Vallée-Poussin, Le bouddhisme 
et les Evangiles canoniques, RB, 1906, 853 ff.; A. Bertholet, Buddhismus 
tnd Christentum, Tibingen, 1909 ; LI, if", 350. Several important works 
have been devoted to a study of the question, notably those of 
R. Seydel, A. J. Edmunds, and A. van den Bergh van Eysinga. The most 
recent one known to the writer (R. Garbe, Indien und daa Christentum) 
confines the Buddhistic influence to four passages of the New Testa- 
ment, As a curious parallel, we may mention the book of Jeremias, 
Babylonisches im N.T., Leipzig, 1905. 
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posed the faith of the generations through which the Gospels 
were handed down, and on every point on which that faith 
fastened, during the forty years or so between the death of 
Jesus and the establishment of our Synoptic texts, we find 
ourselves faced with the most disturbing complications. Con- 
cerning the person of the Master, the eschatological drama 
which he is reputed to have proclaimed, the miracles he is 
supposed to have performed, and his attitude to the Jews and 
their Law, we know, perhaps, what his followers of the period 
in question thought or belicved. But what he himself thought 
we can only conjecture. For those men his whole life was 
scen in the perspective of his death and resurrection, and 
culminated in his ascension in glory. It need hardly be pointed 
out that his own point of view must have been different, and 
that in reality his career cannot have been such us it was repre- 
sented by the Easter faith. The cclebrated German scholar, 
Eduard Meyer, has recently ? made another attempt to evade 
the conclusions just put forward, by endeavouring to convince 
us that the disciples, who in the gospel account constitute the 
ordinary following of Jesus, and appear as the bearers of the 
tradition, left behind them a collection of authentic recollee- 
tions (die Jiinger Quelle), as did also the Twelve (die Zwilfer- 
quelle), These two written sources would have been known 
and used by the authors of the Synoptics, so that our know- 
ledge of the life of Jesus would not rest solely upon the ideas 
of the second generation, but go much further back, to the 
recollections of the very generation that had scen and known 
Jesus. Unfortunately, these comforting thcorics are the crca- 
tion of a newcomer in the ficld of exegesis, and have convinced 
none of those crities whose support might give them some 
weight. 

If we are unwilling to substitute invention for knowledge, 
there is only one method. We must examine each individual 
episode, each parable, each logion, and endeavour by a careful 
comparison of the attendant circumstances as they are given 
by the various accounts, and of the terms in which they are 
expressed, to eliminate the accretions and recover the essential 
nature of the source. Even when this perilous process is com- 
pleted, we are obliged to be content with a critique of proba- 
bilities, based upon a study of the environment in which Jesus 
lived, and constantly and vigilantly guarded against the intru- 
sion of personal prejudices. A thankless task, beset with 
anxiety, and whose results must always be open te question. 
It is ail too easy to point out its weaknesses. If, however, we 

‘OM, 148; Cadbury, XII, ii, 208. + XXIY, i, 184-48, 
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can manage to establish a few probabilities, it is to such a 
methed that we shall owe our success. The credit for making 
this possible must be given to the paticnce and perseverance 
of liberal exege 

A schvol has recently arisen in Germany, the principal 
representatives of which are G. Bertram, R. Bultmann, Dibelius, 
and K. L, Schmidt, which claims to reform the methods and 
supplement—in some cases to alter—the conclusions of the 
scientific inquiry which for more than @ century has been 
engaged upon our texts. It is called the Formgeschichiliche 
Methode, because it is characterized by a careful study of the 
form of cach paragraph, with a view to discovering underneath 
the present version the exact naturc of the tradition it is sup- 
posed to express. Jn other words, it endeavours, by means 
of the analysis of the existing text, to get back to the period 
prior to the sctting down of the tradition, to its pre-histury. 
Every type of writing, borrowed from Rabbinical] literature, 
Greek history, popular legends, ete., which hus been established 
by a comparison of the known models, is susceptible of the 
same critical analysis, and must be subjected to it, disclosing 
in the process the artificiality of its redaction, and in most 
cases, its utter lack of historical foundation, This proceeding 
is not so entirely novel as ious practitioners appear to 
think, and the conclusions to which it leads are not all equally 
convincing. Nevertheless, their cfforts have not been in vain, 
and they have rendered exegesis the great service of systematiz- 
ing methods, which, although already introduced by J. Weiss 
and Loisy, amongst others, were worthy of a stricter and more 
regular application. The Formgeschichtliche Methode is, of 
course, only a special and somewhat limited application of the 
historical method. It has not revolutionized anything,* it has 
filled a gap, and it is the historical method itself which remains, 
on the whole, our sole hope, when textual and philological 
criticism has said its last word. 




















! The principles of the school are set forth by R. Bultmann, Die 
Erforschung der synoptischen Evangelion (Aus der Welt der Religion, 
no. 4), but the best general account of them is that of Erich Fascher, 
Die Formgeschichtliche Methode ; Eine Darstellung und Kritik, Giessen, 
1924. Well worth reading are the vurious reports and analyses con- 
cerning works und tendencies of the school by Goguel, which have 
appeared of late years in the RHPR of Strasbourg. 

‘It is even somewhat surprising to sce us radically negative a 
critique as that of Bultmann in LEXXVI, issuing, in CXLV, in a kind 
of revival of faith, well calculated to delight the conservatives. 


PART I 
THE LIFE OF JESUS 
CHAPTER I 
THE HISTORICAL EXISTENCE OF JESUS? 





‘HE poverty and uncertainty of our information about 
Jesus long ago gave rise to the question, of first import- 
ance to us here, whether this person, of whom we know prac- 
tically nothing, ever really existed, or whether that which 
claims to be the record of his life is anything more than a tissue 
of myths, allegories, and symbols. The controversy was started 
at the end of the cightcenth century by some of the French 
philosophes, notably Dupuis and Volney, and has continued 
ever since, alternately raging furiously and lapsing into periods 
of quiescence. It is evident that if the personality and influ- 
ence of Jesus disappear from history, the birth of Christianity 
has still to be explained, and it is to this task that those who 
deny his historicity have applied themselves, with a confidence 
only equalled by the variety of their theorics and the flimsiness 
of their arguments. Popular opinion, always susceptible to 
novelty, and entirely indifferent to the cautious reservations 
of scientific exegesis, impressed by their air of conclusiveness 
1 For the bibliography of the subject prior to 1914, sec the small 
book by the present author, CLVIM. The following additions should 
be made : for the mythological case : A. Drews, Das Markus- Evangelium 
als Zeugnis gegen di¢ Geschichtlichkeit Jesu, Jena, 1921; by the same 
author, Die Leugnung der Geschichilichkeit Jesu in Vergangenenheit und 
Gegenwart, 1926; R. Stahi, Le document 70, Paris-Strasbourg, 1923 ; 
G."A. van den Bergh van Eysings, Die holldndische radikale Kritik dee 
Neuen Testaments, Jena, 1912; CLIZ; J. M. Robertson, The His- 
torical Jesus. A surcey of positions, London, 1916; CLIK; Ed. 
Dujardin, Le dieu Jésus. Eesai sur les origines et la formation de la légende 
évangelique, Paris, 1927 ;—for the historians: CXLVI; CELVI, which 
has an ample bibliography ;—from the Catholic point of view : M. Lepin, 
Le Christ Jésus, son existence historique et sa divinité, part i, Paris, 1980, 
88 
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and originality, has more than once given an enthusiastic 
reception to such theories, and encouraged the amateurs by 
its admiring applause. For ‘ amateurs” they nearly all are 
who uphold the negative and mythological point of view ; some 
naive and superficial, quite unconscious of the pitiful inade- 
quacy of their knowledge, others well documented, that is to 
say, conversant with the subject, sometimes even learned in 
it, but equally ignorant or impatient of the humble and patient 
discipline of exegesis. They are ever ready to thrust aside or 
mishandle the texts instead of cautiously and respectfully 
attempting to extract the truth from them; to impose upon 
them arbitrarily whatever conclusions their own convictions 
demand, instcad of keeping within the limits to which a scrupu- 
lous critical and historica] sense would confine them. Such 
flimsy and unfounded speculations may perhaps yield interest- 
ing works of the imagination, and exhibit a fascinating ingenuity, 
but they do no service to science, which, though it lives by 
hypothesis, indulges in paradox at its peril. 

We are not here referring to the position that Jesus had no 
historical existence, which is in itself a perfectly legitimate 
theory entitled to serious discussion. The paradoxes we have 
in mind are the extravagant or arbitrary mterpretations im- 
posed upon the texts and the facts by the adherents of the 
mythological view, the far-fetched connexions and rash and 
unfounded assertions into which their abuse of the comparative 
method leads them. 

A complete survey of the investigations, hypotheses and 
conclusions of the adhcrents of the mythological point of view, 
even limited to those which are still prominent today, is a 
task of no small magnitude, and one which has already been 
attempted by the writer elsewhere.1 We shall therefore con- 
fine ourselves to giving a general idea of the position of those 
who deny the historicity of Christ and a brief statement of 
our reasons for disagreeing with them, 

The radical approach is by way of what is called in Ger- 
many scientific or liberal theology.* The history of Christianity 
in Germany is in the hands of theologians of all shades of 
opinion, who for the most part study it scientifically, but are 
all too prone to seck in it the justification of their own special 
religious views. For cxample, the liberal Protestants see Jesus 
as the founder of true godliness amongst men, the supreme 


1 Notably in CLVII (1914), in a criticism of CXLIX, in RHR, 1926, 
and in a chapter on “ ‘The Jesus of History,” in a collection of lectures 
entitled Jésus et la conacience moderne, Paris, 1928, 5-28. 

* CLVIL, 429. 
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moral teacher, whe came for the purpose of effecting, by his 
own example, a moral reformation which would make possible 
the advent of the Kingdom of God, that is to say, the ultimate 
reign of love and righteousness in a world regenerated by the 
faith of those who received him. Accordingly, they attempt 
to prove that Jesus of the Gospel is identical with this “ libera! 
Jesus ” of their ideal, that his ideas and aims are the same as 
their own. This is obviously a questionable proceeding, and 
the objections which were raised when the liberal thesis was 
first formulated over thirty years ago (1900), by Harnack in 
his What is Christianity? (Das Wesen des Christentums), have 
lost nothing of their force. Harnack’s authoritative statement 
of the position was answered by Loisy in his L’Evangile et 
l'Eglise, where he rightly maintained that the “ liberal Jesus," 
born of modern religious needs and ideals and conceived in a 
special credal setting, is not the Jesus of history. More recently 
Bultmann, one of the most destructive critics of what is called 
the synoptic tradition, has attempted to reconstruct out of the 
ashes to which he had reduced it, a Jesus? who could have 
sprung only from religious feeling and an inward compulsion 
totally indifferent to the historical facts. Such proceedings 
arouse the most vigorous opposition from the supporters of the 
mythological view.2| They find an inexhaustible subject for 
sarcasm in “ the sophistical dexterity '’ which reads subjective 
impressions into the texts and snips up the New Testament 
with its theological scissors until it ends by making of it o 
completely artifeial thing, because it refuses to accept it for 
what it is, a document showing the development of Catholic 
Christianity, The name Jesus, they declare, “has become a 
mere vessel into which every theologian pours the content of 
his own ideas.” Each extols his own Christ, and proclaims 
more or less openly: “ Jesus is great... and I am his 
prophet.” The vaunted scientific research of the liberals, say their 
opponents, has just two objects: to discomfit Roman Catholic 
theology, and to justify their own beliefs. The Jesus it finds 
is the Jesus it is looking for, but it is one without any relation 
to history. 

In this indictment the radicals unfairly confuse the critical 
method, which has been amply justified, with the tendentious 
exploitation of it of which, ironically enough, too many theo- 


*CXLY, There is an important review by Lohmeyer in TLZ, 
September 17, 1927. 

*The terms of the indictment are borrowed from Kalthoff and 
Drews, but the substance of it is the same in all, or nearty all, the 
Regative critics. 

a. ¥ 
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logians are guilty The inducement to this confusion is 
obvious. Liberal criticism has destroyed the traditional con- 
ception of Jesus, and shown that, granted the assumption of 
his existence, we possess only a few scattered fragments of 
information about his life. Consequently, if, by attributing to 
the liberal party as a whole the unfounded reconstructions of 
a few of its adherents, the little which it still holds to be certain, 
and the remnant of the gospel tradition to which it still clings, 
could be shown to be illusory, the Galilean would completely 
disappear. Accordingly, exegetes who have no interest what- 
ever in the cause of liberal theology, for instance, Alfred Loisy 
and the present writer, are, under the derogatory title of “ his- 
toricists,”” included in the same category as the liberal theo- 
Jogians, for the sole reason that in their reconstruction they 
refuse to substitute Jesus the god for Jesus the man.? 

Radical criticism of the traditional evidence concerning the 
existence of Jesus is based upon two main contentions, which 
have been restated by Bruno Bauer: (1) Contemporary Jewish 
and pagan literature makes no mention of Jesus ; (2) The New 
Testament writings, with their inconsistencies and contradic- 
tions, their obvious interpolations, and their amazing improba- 
bilitics, cannot be regarded as a trustworthy historical source. 
Moreover, all that they claim to relate bears the stamp of un- 
reality. The Gospels are apocalyptic writings, that is to say, 
they reveal truth which is reputed to be divine, and are char- 
acterized by a complete indifference to history and geography. 
Even apart from the miracles, which must be rejected at the 
start, not one of the incidents recounted in them is attested. 
A comparison of the three texts reveals that in not one narra- 
tive are they in complete agreement, and that in many they 
are quite irreconcilable. These contradictions prove that the 
ancient Christians did not look upon them as historical books, 
recounting the life and work of 2 man, but as treatises relating 
to a god and intended for the confirmation of the faith. Other- 
wise they would at least have endeavoured to remove their 
inconsistencies. Liberal criticism, according to the radical 
school, is entirely wrong in maintaining that the three Synoptics 
are of a different type from the Gospel of John; there is not 
“a hair's breadth” of difference between them. The son of 
the Virgin, conceived by the Holy Ghost, the hero of the Trans- 

3} They are not ali Germans; there are plenty of them in England 
and America, and they are not unknown in France. Some of the 
Catholic party are commencing to imitate them, with more or les# 
success. 


* CKLIX, 186 .: “The true historian is not a ‘ historicist ’.” 
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tion, the Resurrection, and the Ascension, has no more 
historical probability than the Johannine Christ. All that can 
legitimately be sought for in the Gospels, is the material of 
the earliest history of Christian dogma, not that of the life of 
Jesus. Of the latter they can tell us absolutely nothing, for 
ali that they relate concerning it is obviously incredible. 
The Epistles of Paul are not so easily disposed of, and the 
liberals are perhaps justified in regarding them as the funda- 
mental evidence for the existence of Jesus. They contain 
several passages which appear to be based upon, and to neces- 
sitate, the belicf that the Lord lived in the flesh and died upon 
the cross. Various arguments are advanced by the radicals to 
meet this evidence. The most sweeping consists in maintain- 
ing that all the Pauline Epistles are apocryphal, the product 
of some theological school of the second century. Another takes 
the contrary form of granting them the highest authenticity, 
us the most ancient expression of primitive Christian belicfs 
concerning Jesus,’ but logically and ruthlessly disposing of all 
the troublesome passages as interpolations or misinterpretations, 
The Jesus of Paul, say they, was revealed to him in visions, 
and has no resemblance to Christ of the Synopties, the preacher 
and worker of miracles. Nor is he more real. He is either a 
god already worshipped in some Jewish sect as a self-appointed 
Saviour and Redeemer, or simply another manifestation of the 
Jahweh of old.*. The most ancient Christian litcrature, that 
of the first and second centuries, tells us nothing of the historical 
Jesus. The Lord with which it is concerned is not an indi- 
vidual, but a kind of personification of the transeendent prin- 
ciple of the Church, which suggests that the ancient Christians 
were not themselves deceived by their myths, and did not 
regard the Christ as an actual man. The wall-paintings of the 
Catacombs confirm this impression, portraying Jesus, as they 
do, not in the likeness of a carpentcr of Nazarcth, but in that 
of the Good Shepherd, youthful and beardless, the symbol of 
the young community and its work of sustaining the weak and 
bringing back the strayed. Finally, it is asked, how could the 
obscure nabi of whorft we get a glimpse in the Synoptics possibly 
have been so quickly transformed into the exalted divine Being, 
the Lord, of the Pauline conception ? 
Since there is no proof that Jesus had any historical exist- 
ence, and, on the other hand, there are many difficulties which 


1 It is to Paul that we must go for the most certain information 
Tegarding the beginnings of the faith,” writes M. Couchoud, CXLIX, 
89, ond it is the best thing in his book. 

TI-90. 
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suggest the contrary, the balance of probability, in the opinion of 
the radicals, is in favour of the latter conclusion. M.Couchoud, 
whose dilcttantism does not save him from the inevitable 
tendency to dogmatism, scorns the cautious, and offers his con- 
clusions as certainties. In return he promises “ an endless and 
intoxicating study ’’ + to anyone who will follow his revelation. 


0g 


Tue Mytno.oaical. EXPLANATION OF THE CHRISTIAN 
MoveMENT 


It remains only to explain the origin of the Christian move- 
ment and the gospel legend itself, and to this each of the radicals 
applics himself in his own way, according to his own system. 
Jensen, for instance,? sees in the gospel figure of Jesus an 
adaptation of the saviour hero Gilgamesh of the Babylonian 
epic, and since the legend of Gilgamesh represents a solar myth, 
the Jesus of the gospel becomes the sun surrounded by the 
twelve signs of the Zodiac, personified by the Apostles. Our 
Assyriologist takes enormous—and incidentally, quite futile— 
pains to fit into his general contentions all the details of the 
gospel story. 

Kalthoff,* again, maintains that Christ was not a man, but 
the personification of a social movement. This movement was 
Roman in origin, due to the fact that the social organization 
of the Empire had ereated a wretched and turbulent proletariat, 
but Jewish in form, because the Messianic conception of the 
Jews, once “ denationalized * and universalized, lent itself 
readily to exploitation by the outcasts of society, and also 
beeause the police and military organization of the imperial 
government made any direct uprising of the lower classes im- 
possible, The reason that the four Gospels differ is because 
they represent different trends in the great social upheaval out 
of which they arose. Their unity consists in the fact that their 
combined accounts give us the total process by which the 
Church was established; their variety Gomes from the fact 
that the four authors did not all witness the same phase of 
the movement which brought it into being. Their Palestinian 
appearance is only a mask; they are in reality Roman pro- 
ducts. The Christians of the first century mirrored their own 
life of trials, and embodied their own ideal, in this picture of 
Christ. It was made in their own image, and, once it had 


+ OXLIX, 186. * OLVID, 857. 
* Ibid., 78 
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passed from the status of fiction to that of accepted fact, it 
became their guide and pattern. 

Robertson ! believes that Jesus was the hero of a sacred 
drama which was performed in the scerct circle of 2 company 
of initiates of Jewish origin, and represented the story of a god 
sacrificed by his father for the salvation of men. In primitive 
times the drama may have culminated in the real sacrifice of 
a man playing the part of the god. At the time when the 
Gospels were written it ended in a ritual feast. at which the 
faithful were supposed to eat the god, symbolized by the con- 
secrated bread and wine, for the purpose of assimilating his 
substance and becoming one with him. It was, in short, a 
syneretistie cult for which the Mysteries of Osiris, ‘Tammuz, 
Adonis, Attis, Dionysus-Zagreus and Heracles furnished the 
models and the main features. The movement from which 
this cult sprang originated in Israel, at least a century before 
the beginning of the Christian era, in the lower classes of society, 
amongst people who were hostile to Pharisaic Judaism and 
who were called “the poor” (ebionim). Onc of the sects of 
cbionim, that of the Nazarenes, transported its god to Greck 
soil, and there he flourished. This god was, in fact, no other 
than Joshua, an ancient divinity of the tribe of Ephraim, who 
had brought his people into the Promised Land, and who, under 
his new name of Jesus, was to open the Kingdom of God to 
his followers. He symbolizes the triumphant progress of the 
sun. The Gospels are, accordingly, propaganda intended to 
systematize and to give a basis of probability to the Iegend 
operative in the sacred drama of the sect, to bring it into eon- 
furmity with the mythological conventions of the age. 

Another critic, B. Smith,? sums up the matter as follows, 
Jcsus the Nazarene is the special god of the synerctistic and 
“occult ’? Jewish sect of the Nazarencs, or Nazorcans, who, 
more than a century before the time of the supposed birth of 
Jesus Christ, worshipped a divine Liberator, Guardian, and 
Saviour, or, preferably, worshipped Jahwch under that special 
aspect, since Jeshuah is Jahweh the Saviour. The whole gospel 
narrative is the concrete development of symbols and myths 
according to well-known processes. This pre-Christian cult of 
Jesus was spread by preachcrs, of whom Paul is the perfect 
type, and whose activities the Book of Acts depicts. The basis 
of the gospel story was probably drawn (Drews) * from the 
Oriental Mysteries, and crystallized around the myth of the 
young god who dies and rises again as Saviour and exemplar of 

1 Ibid., 88 ff. 2 Ibid., 95 J. 
* Ibid., 107 f. 
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his worshippers. Primitive Christianity is thus to be explained 
syncretism, in which were combined the solar myths 
and Persia, the Messianic hopes of Iran and Israel, 
mystery cults of a divine mediator, and numerous 
practices from various sources. The origin of the story of an 
earthly existenee of the god is to he found in the pretensions 
of the Judaco-Christians of Jerusalem. In their desire to 
humble Paul, they pretended that the Saviour had lived amongst 
them, that they had known him in the flesh, and were possessed, 
on that account, of an indisputable superiority. 

Various other systems ? have been advanced, all based on 
the same idcas and composed of practically the same elements. 
The most gencral conclusion, in which almost all concur, may 
be stated as follows: The Jesus of the Gospels is only a mytho- 
logical figure, created, in one or more of the syncretistic Jewish 
sects, prior to the Christian era. M. Couchoud distinguishes 
himself by seeking his explanation, not in a mere myth, but 
in a spiritual movement and a religious conception actually 
operative in Israci.? On his view, Jesus is only one aspect of 
Jahweh—for his name means Jahwch the Helper or the Saviour 
—an aspect which had previously been neglected or unrealized in 
his worship, and of which Jewish religious feeling, or one section 
of it, finally became conscious. The type of Saviour depicted 
was modelled on recollections of the Seriptures, and is, properly 
understood, only an interpretation of the famous fifty-third 
chapter of Isaiah, wherein are described the trials of the Servant. 
of Jahweh. This chapter is, in fact, the cpitome of Christianity 
and the original source of the life of Jesus.* The source of 
the Passion is to be found in the account of the trial of Stephen 
in the seventh chapter of Acts. 











mH 
Criticism o¥ THE MyTHOLoGICAL THEORIES 


Learned and ingenious though many of them are, the mytho- 
logical theories have not succeeded in gaining the adherence 
of any of those independent and disinterested scholars who are 
always open to conviction by established facts, and whose 
support would have been of real significance. This is a failure 
for which the enthusiastic reception of those unqualified to 
judge hardly compensates. 

Jensen’s theory reveals itself on first examination ¢ as the 

+ OLVI, 128 g. + OXLIX, 87 f. 
* OXLIX, 89, So. «CLV, eh. 
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colossal aberration of a specialist obsessed by the desire to 
explain everything in terms of his own particular preoccupa- 
tion. Actually, the most characteristic features of the tradi- 
tional life of Jesus—the passion, the crucifixion, and the 
resurrection—are not found in the epic of Gilgamesh, and con- 
versely, the most prominent incidents of that pocm do not 
appear in the gospel narrative. 

The theories of Kalthoff! have a sociological cast which 
renders them st first more attractive. But all the details of 
the popular movements, the social unrest, of the Empire of 
the first century, on which the author depends, are, in reality, 
purely hypothetical. He has no proof that the Roman prole- 
tariat was affected by Jewish apocalyptic belicfs. It is merely 
assumed by him on the strength of the idea that both tend 
to communism—a belief which itself necds proving, especially 
in the case of Jewish Messianism, of which we have no reason 
whatever to suppose that one of its fundamental features was 
the hope of an economic revolution. The theory of the sub- 
stantial creation in Italy of the gospel narrative seems an un- 
tenable paradox, and Kalthoff himself makes a poor show of 
defending it. Finally, there is the question how a social move- 
ment of revolutionary trend could have given rise to a religion 
of resignation, and by what precise process the Christian com- 
munity came to make this projection, personification, and 
deification of itself. 

Robertson, Benjamin Smith and Drews ? accept the exist- 
ence of pre-Christiah, syncretistic, Jewish sects, an essential 
feature of whose cult was the worship of a sacrificed god called 
Jesus, who was the Saviour, Mediator, and Protector of his 
people. That such sects did exist is probably true, but un- 
fortunately we know nothing of their cult, and if we may regard 
it as probable that it centred around the Messiah (Greek, 
Christos) expected by the Jews, we have no grounds whatever 
for believing that it gave him the name of Jesus, Similarly 
there is no documentary evidence for the belief that Joshua, 
whatever may have been his original character, was still re- 
garded as a god at the beginning of the Christian era, and, 
consequently, no foundation for the statement that Jesus is 
simply a continuation of Joshua. 

M. Couchoud, in deriving the Christian movement from a 
vision of Simon Peter, only substitutes the riddle of Cephas 
for that of Jesus, for if we know hardly anything about the 
carpenter, we know nothing at all about the fisherman up to 
the moment of his appearance in the synoptic narrative. His 

1 Ibid., 124 ff. 2 Ibid., 180 ff. 
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claim that the most ancient form of the religion of Jesus is 
that of Paul, sounds, to a critic who has spent his life in the 
study of the Epistles, like a somewhat laboured attempt at 
humour, For the supreme influence of the fifty-third chapter 
of Isaiah on the story of the Passion, there is simply no evidence. 
It is surely significant that Mark, who makes considerable use 
of the Scriptures, does not appear to attach any particular 
importance to the ancient prophet, and makes no citation what- 
ever of the crucial passage, the famous fifty-third chapter. 
Even Matthew, who is so anxious to point out every instance 
of the fulfilment of a scriptural text,’ makes no reference to 
the chapter. The truth is, that at the beginning of the Chris- 
tian era Isaiah liii. was not regarded as of Messianic significance. 
It was the Christians, later on, who found in it the means of 
amplifying their meagre tradition regarding the Passion of the 
Lord. 

When we consider the mythological theories as a whole, 
problems start up on all sides. If Jesus was a god, how was 
it that the Christians, even Paul himself, did not regard him 
as one, and why this parody of humanity with which they 
unanimously clothe their myth ?_ The answer of Drews to this 
question is not satisfactory, for even if the people at Jerusalem 
had invented the earthly life of the Lord to give themselves 
an advantage over Paul, why should he have apparently agreed 
with them? Moreover, the Christianity of the gospel is not 
an independent religion ; it worships the god of Israel. Why, 
then, should it have created for itsclf another divinity, and 
then proceeded to conceal him, for he never appears as such ? 
Tf the god Jesus is an aspect of Jahweh, why is this great truth 
never even hinted at? It is suggested that we are in the 
presence of a Mystery, in which seercey is the rule. But the 
god of the Christian cult dies openly, at the hands of the Roman 
authorities, after a public trial; this has nothing in common 
with a Mystery, or anything like it. If the legend of the god 
is purely imaginary, divorced from all foundation in fact, it is 
strange that it should have been left so full of gaps and incon- 
sistencies, that it should have been encumbered with the details 
of # common human existence, which serve no useful purpose, 
and arc even rather shocking. Why take the trouble to speak 
of the brothers and sisters of the god, and even to give their 





1 At the very beginning of Matthew (i. 22) the characteristic formula 
makes its appearance : rovro 6¢ Stor yéyorer iva nAngcogi 13 gnBér tnd xvglov 
41d t08 ngoprirou Aéyortos—Now all this was done that the word of the Lord 
(Jahweh) that was spoken by the prophet might be fulfilled. Cj. Matt. ii. 8, 
15 and 17; 3 iv. 14; vill, 17; xiii. 85; xxiv. 4; ete. 
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names (Mark vi. 8)? Why represent his family as believing 
him “ beside himself * (Mark iii. 21)? Why show him exhibit- 
ing anger and grief, and weeping over himself and others ? 
Why cause him to reject the designation of himsclf as good 
(Mark x. 18), and to proclaim that God alone is good? Why 
should he, who has come down to proclaim and to bring about 
salvation, declare that he does not know when the great day, 
his own day, from the Pauline point of view, will come (Mark 
xiii. 8, 2)? And why is his last ery, at the very moment of 
his consummation of the divine mystery (Mark xv. 84), one of 
despair (“My God, why hast thou forsaken me?")? To 
explain all this as an attempt at verisimilitude, is surely to 
attribute an ineredible amount of methdéd and consistency to 
men who are, in other respects, so conspicuously lacking in 
either. How are we to reconcile this with so much vagueness 
and ambiguity in the teaching, so that. even today the exact 
meaning is sometimes doubtful? Above all, why did those 
who created the myth, place the hero of it in their own 
time, instead of, in accordance with the universal practices of 
religions, secking to avail themselves of the cnormous prestige 
of antiquity ? 

It would be only too casy to prolong the list of such ques- 
tions, to nonc of which can those who deny the existence of 
Jesus give any satisfactory answer. If the figure of Jesus had 
really been a deliberate and intentional creation of the Gospel 
writers, they would naturally have been supremely interested 
in him. But we have only to read the Gospels to sec at once 
that, as a matter of fact, they are not interested in him at all, 
That is precisely why their quasi-biography of him is so inade- 
quate. The truth is that this man, this Jesus, is already, in 
their eyes, Christ, the god. His humanity is something thrust 
upon them, which they have to make the best of. Their narra- 
tive is composed of mythical variations on the facts of an actual 
existence, which hampers them, and which they would never 
have imposed upon themselves. The Jews were in a position 
to know the truth, and were restrained by no scruples in their 
polemie against the Christians regarding the person of Christ. 
Had there been any possibility of denying his existence, we 
may be sure they would have seized upon so conclusive a retort. 
But while the Talmud attempts to disparage Jesus, it never 
denies his reality. 

The best witness of the historical existence of Jesus is, 
paradoxically, Paul, the alleged mainstay of the mythological 
view. Undoubtedly his Christ is a divine being. We muy 
even grant, though it is straining the term, that he is a god. 
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But he is a god who has been a man, or Paulinism is unintelligible. 
For the mystery preached by the Apostle to have any mcan- 
ing, the Lord must have been a mortal man, for the sham 
crucifixion of a god, the unreal death of a supernatural being, 
is quite incompatible with the realism of the Pauline teaching. 
Moreover Paul states definitely that in the flesh—and he is 
confident that he might have known him in the flesh—the Lord 
sprang from the race of David, that he was born of a woman, 
became subject to the Law, and voluntarily, in obedience to 
God, assumed human form, and submitted himself to a human 
life of suffering, culminating in the death of the cross. It is 
unquestionable that Paul regards him as a man, a human being 
capable of death and pain, for without that he cannot become 
the vicarious sacrifice necessary for the salvation of the world. 
The fact that Paul declares that the Lord was “in the flesh 
a man born of woman,” scems of itself proof enough, but the 
comparison of two passages in the Epistle to the Corinthians 
appears to put the matter beyond all possible doubt. In the 
first (2 Cor. v. 16) the Apostle emphasizes the necessity of living 
dy Xororg, in the risen Christ, and declares that he is now deter- 
mined to know no other Christ, even though he had known 
Christ formerly tn the flesh, that is to say, as Jesus, in his life 
upon earth. In other words, the divine Lord, glorified after 
having accomplished his work of salvation, is all that matters 
in the Pauline mystery, in spite of the men who set themselves 
up as authoritics on the strength of having known Jesus in 
life, and who have tried to ¢! preeedence over Paul on that 
account, That is why he asserts (1 Cor. ix. 1) that he, too, 
has seen the Lord, not. in the flesh like the people at Jerusalem, 
but in the realm of the spirit, by the divine grace which would 
exalt his lowly status as an apostle. The desire to establish 
by means of this glorious compensation, the dignity of his 
mission against the prestige of the Twelve, proves conclusively, 
in the opinion of the writer, that Paul of Tarsus implicitly 
believed that Jesus had really lived. 

Tt is no answer to this to say that Paul’s attribution of 
humanity to Christ is merely ideal, a symbol demanded by his 
soteriological scheme. A hypothetical interpretation of that 
kind has no weight against a precise passage which is perfectly 
clear in itself—still less against a whole collection of such 
passages. Morcover, it is difficult to see what object men who 
lived in a perpetual confusion between the mythical and the 
real could have, in making a god into a man. As an attempt 
to give probability to a legend, it might be a comprehensible 
proceeding on the part of some mythologist of our own time, 
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but in the case of a mystic, or even of an initiate of the first 
century, that explanation is absurd. To make a man into a 
god is, on the other hand, a churacteristic step in ancient 
teligions, It is asserted by Couchoud that such a thing is 
inconceivable among the Jews. This is, perhaps, not strictly 
true, since at the very same period Simon the Samaritan was 
calling himself “the Great Power of God,” and had obtained 
a following. But in any case, the Pauline metamorphosis that 
transformed Jesus Christ into the Lord before whom every 
creature bows the knee (Phil. ii. 10) did not take place on 
Jewish, but on Greek soil, in the atmosphere of the salvation 
Mysteries and of syncretism. In the world of Palestine, in 
the bosom of Jewish orthodoxy, only w madman could have 
conceived the incarnation of the Spirit of God, and such an 
idea would have been received with the utmost horror and 
indignation. 

The inevitable transmutation of the 
a myth took place by several stages. 
was developed in the Jewish communities by grouping all the 
supposedly Messianic passages of the ptures around the 
figure of the man who had come to be regarded 
and embodying them in events of his life. 
reached Greck soil, the tradition took over the conception of 
the Soter, in order to assimilate the picture of Jesus to the 
generally recognized characteristics of the réle of the Sutrr. 
Our Synopties are still in the first stage. Paul belongs wholly 
to the second. John and the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews represent a more advanced development of the same 
phase. The transformation of Jesus into the Saviour no more 
excludes his human existence than his transformation into the 
Messiah. In fact, it is true to say that neither of them is 
historically conceivable without that existence. 

Christian propaganda created, developed, and elaborated a 
Christ myth at the expense of Jesus. But it did not invent 
Jesus himself, and it was Jesus himself who was in some way 
the inspiration of its faith in him.? 

Those who surrender to the heady delights of theory-build- 
ing may possibly sce things in a different light, but this is the 
view that emerges when we regard the facts soberly in their 
historical setting, respecting the unconscious evidence of the 
documents, and making no attempt to extort from them find- 
ings conformable to our own desires. 


1 Cf. Loisy, RHLR, 1922, 22. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE NAME: JESUS THE NAZARENE 
I 


Tre PRoBLEM 


RANTING the historical existence of Jesus, we are at 

once confronted by the problem of his name, Jesus the 
Nazarene. According to our Gospels, his name, properly speak- 
ing, was simply Jesus, and ‘the Nazarene” was a kind of 
surname indicating his birthplace, or perhaps merely his origin 
Jesus came from Nazareth. It is a very simple explanation. 
In fact, it seems suspiciously so when we remember that the 
ancients in general, and the Jews in particular, attached to 
names, both of men and of things, a peculiar value, at onee 
metaphysical, mystical, and magical. They were supposed to 
express the special power or virtue (virtus, dynamis) of that 
which they designated. The true name of a god, for example, 
whose revelation to the initiate or the belicver endowed him 
with knowledge (gnosis), was supposed to contain, so to speak, 
the essence of his divine being.1 A worshipper of the synere- 
tistie Greco-Egyptian god, Poimandres, for instance, addresses 
Hermes in the following words : “ I know thy name, Heavenly 
Onc. I know thy various manifestations. ... I know thee, 
Hermes, and thou knowest me. I am thou, and thou art I.” 4 
Moreover, it is sometimes stated in the Bible, for instance, with 
regard to Ishmael (Gen. xvi. 11) and Isaac (Gen. xvii. 19), that 
God himself has selected in advance the name of somcone for 
whom he has prepared a great destiny. Josephus (Ant., 2, 
9, 5) makes the same assertion concerning Moses, and Rabbi 











18ce: W. Schmidt, Die Bedeutung des Namens 
286 ff, the chapter entitled “ Magic Use of the Nam 
XLY, 182 ff. ; VIM, 140 and 143; COLXY, i, 124 f7.; Maspero, Etudes 
de mythol. et Parchéol. égypt., ii, 208 ; Fossey, Magic assyrienne, 56, 58, 
05; Henry, Magie dang Inde, 81. ‘It was a belief that was prevalent 
throughout the whole of the ancient world. 

* COXCIV, 20; CCXXVII, 123. 

2 On the power of divine names amongst the Jews, see X, 184. 
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Eliezer declares ! that “ six persons received their names before 
they were born, namely, Isaac, Ishmacl, our great law-giver 
Moses, Solomon, Josiah, and the Messiah.” It is well known, 
further, that the name of Jahweh was generally regarded, even 
outside Israel, as possessing such power that the pagans used 
it in their magical incantations. In Isracl, it was in itself the 
centre of a cult.? Finally, the power of the name of the Lord 
Jesus * is frequently borne witness to in the New Testament. 
We necd mention here only one passage, the most famous of 
all, from the Epistle to the Philippians (ii. 9-10). Paul has 
just been reminding his readers that the Lord showed himself 
obedient to God even unto death, and he adds: ‘ Wherefore 
God also hath exalted him above all, and given him a name 
which is above every name; that at the mune of Jesus every 
knee should bow, of those that are in heaven, and on carth, 
and in hell.”” In other words, the name of Jesus has a peculiar 
power over the whole of ercation, so thut the spiritual beings 
of the world, who rule the elements and the stars, prostrate 
themselves at the sound of it.‘ 

These brief considerations, which, as we shall meet them 
again, need not be elaborated here, are sufficient to warn us 
against any purely human, obvious, and popular interpretation 
of the name of Jesus the Nazarene. The most reasonable and 
probable explanation, if we reflect for a moment, is that the 
original followers of Christ, those, that is, who first recognized 
him as Christ, the Messiah, gave him a name which sct him 
above humanity and expressed his divine nature. Paul, at 
any rate, definitely-understands the name Jesus in this light, 
and if the writers of the Gospels, or rather, the redactors whose 
work has come down to us, no Jonger appcar to do so, it is 
perhaps because they belonged to an environment in which the 
meaning of the Aramaic had been lost. 


1 Pirke R, Eliezer, 32. 

” On the “* life of words ” and the importance of the name in ancient 
Israel, cf. XIX, 149 ff. For the magical power of certain Jewish formule, 
sce Origen, Contra Celeum, 4, 33. 

* Cf. CCX, passim, and CXCII, p. 107, where it is stated that in the 
Pauline community the cult of the name of the Lord is substituted for 
that of the name of Jahweh amongst the Jews. 

“ With regard to the power of Jesus’ name in the realm of spirits, 
of. Origen, Contra Celsum, 8, 58, and 104 ff. 

* It must be remembered that the followers of the Lord Jesus are 
“ those who call upon his name" (1 Cor. i. 2), and that “those who 
have received him”’ and to whom “he hes given power to become 
the children of God, ” are * those who believe in his name " (John i. 12). 
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Il 
Jesus THE NaZARENE 


The Greek *Jnoot¢,! which we find in our Gospels and in 
Paul, is only the transcription of the post-exilie Hebrew word, 
Jeshuah, which is derived from the more ancient form Jehoshua, 
or Joshua, the Joshua of our Bibles.? In the Greek Bible, 
Joshua (Exod. xvii. 10), Jehoshua (Zech. iii. 1) and Jeshuah 
(Neh. vii. 7; viii. 7, 17), are all rendered by "Jyootc. The 
old name, after a long period of obsolescence, reappeared in 
its new form about 340 B.c., and became very common towards 
the beginning of our era.* Its original, ctymological meaning 
is “ Jahwch is help,” or, “the help of Jahweh”; obviously, 
for a prophet, a vesscl of the Holy Spirit, a name preordained. 
So thought, certainly, the editors of Matthew and Luke, both 
of whom attribute the choice of this name to the will of God, 
and associate it with the divine work which he who bore it 
‘was destined to accomplish.‘ It is to be observed that Matthew 
(i. 28), citing in reference to Jesus the passage of Isaiah (vii. 
14) which prophesies the birth of 2 miraculous child who shall 
be called Emmanuel § (“‘ God is with us”), betrays no surprise 
at the divine command wl assigned to the son of Mary a 
different name, from which it is to be inferred that he regarded 
Jesus and Emmanuel as equivalent. 

It may be contended on the basis of the text of Matthew 
just cited, that the parents of Christ must have given him the 
name of Jesus at his birth. Otherwise, had his followers 
christencd him, they would have sought to make the applica- 
tion of the prophecy more direct by calling him Emmanvel 
rather than Jesus. The answer to this is that the Christians 
were not immediately aware of the use to which the text Isaiah 
could be put, and that apparently before they discovered it, 

1 Cy, XOVIL, 4. 

1 COXIV, 820; EB, Jeshua and Joshua. 

° EB, Names, para. 84; 23. 

“In Matt, i, 21 the angel says to Joseph: ** Thou shalt give him 
the name of Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins.” The 
author of this Gospel, then, translates the name Jesus by ‘ Saviour.” 
To Luke i. 81 the same angel says to Mary: “ Thou shalt name him 
Jesus, and be shall be great, and shall be called Son of the Highest,” 
For this author, on the other hand, it is the quality of Son of God which 
is in some way implied by the name Jesus. 

* Kai xaléoeis 26 dvopa dvtoé 'Eypavovd—Luke i. 31 does not mention 
this text, but it is evidently in his mind, for the words of the angel to 
Mary echo its phrasing: xai xadécei; 76 droua avrod *Inooir. 
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the name Jesus had already become established as signifying 
the Messiah, the Seter, and, in Paul, the great Instrument of 
God’s work. 

The adherents of the mythological v have, of course, 
attempted to profit by the above considerations, and adduce 
them in support of one of their arguments for the non-historicity 
of Jesus Christ But their conclusion goes beyond what is 
justified by the texts, and the substitution of a snered name 
for his human one hardly invalidates the existence of Jesus, 

We cannot say positively that such a substitution did tuke 
place, but it is very probable. It would be perfectly consistent 
with the process of “ mythification ” which the whole figure of 
Christ underwent, and which is already manifest in the Gospels, 
From its very beginning, the tradition tended to cfface the facts 
of the life of Jesus prior to the commencement of his mission. 

The explanation of the surname “the Nazarene "’ is beset. 
by the greatest difficultics.* The redactors of our Gospels 
certainly believed that Jesus the Nazarcne (¢ Nufwedws or ¢ 
Natagnvés) meant “ Jesus of Nazareth.’ Matthew ii. 28 tells 
us that on their return from Egypt the parents of Jesus went 
to live in “a town called Nazareth, that it might be fulfilled 
which was spoken by the prophets; that he should be called 
a Nazarene ”’ (Nacweaios). Luke i. 26 gives Nozarcth as the 
home of Joseph and Mary. It is thence thut they go to Beth- 
lehem to report for taxation, and it is there Uhat they return 
after the Nativity. It is “their town” (Luke ii, 39; addy 
éovrév). Mark i. 9 states definitely that it was from there that 
Jesus came to join John the Baptist on the Jordan. Finally, 
John i. 45-6 makes Philip say, just after his conversion by the 
Galilean prophet : “ He is Jesus, the son of Joseph, of Nazarcth” 
(rév dnd Natagét). It would be easy to multiply quotations 
to the same effect. The declaration of our Evangelists on the 
point is so clear, that right down to present times commentators 
and historians have acccpted it almost unanimously. ‘There 
is today in Galilee a little town called Nazarcth,® situated “in 
1 Cf. particularly CLXXVIN, 15 ff.; CLXXIX, 64 f.; CLL, 179, 

7 Sf. 
Bey EB, art. Nazarene, Nazareth, Nazarite; 
Jesu von Nazara, Zurich, 1867-72, 3 vol 
464 ff.; CCLVIL, 124-56; CCXXXI; S. the 
Beginning, app. i; G. Moore, Nazarene and Nazareth, ap. XIII, i, 426 7. ; 
P. Schwene, Nazareth und Nazaraér, ap. ZWT, 1912, 56-67; COVE 
50f.; CLIV, ii, 18 ff. Further bibliographical references will be found 
in W. Bauer, Griechisch-Deuteches Wérterbuch zu den Schriften des N.T., 
Giessen, 1028, under the word Naapaios, col. $89 f. 

» More precisely, it is called En-Nasira. The ancient form of the 
name was probably Nafagd rather than Nafugéd. The former is what 
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a little open valley high up in the group of mountains which 
bound the plain of Esdraeion on the north” (Renan), and 
consisting of from three to four thousand inhabitants. It is 
natural to identify it with the town spoken of in our Gospels, 
and the majority of modern crities still, in fact, do so.1 But 
grave doubts, which cannot be dismissed without examination, 
have recently been cast upon this identification, and scem to 
be rapidly gaining ground amongst the commentators. 

The first. disturbing observation which forces itself upon the 
scholar is that no ancient pagan or Jewish writing mentions 
Nazarcth. The pagan texts may readily be disposed of, for 
since the straggling little Galilean village neither played an 
important part in the Jewish rebellions, nor attracted Greek 
or Roman colonists, the obscurity which surrounds it is hardly 
surprising. But with regard to the Jewish texts, there is no 
such explanation, yet the name of Nazareth is to be found 
neither in the Bible, nor in the Talmudic literature, nor in 
works of Josephus, though the latter is particularly well in- 
formed on Galilean affairs, and enumerates a number of towns 
and villages in that country. 

The damaging effect of this unanimous silence may be 
mitigated, but it cannot be entirely done away with. The 
mythicists have naturally made the most of it,? and have 
attempted to prove that the existence of Nazareth at the time 
of the birth of Jesus is only a geographical fiction, Their 
argument, however unconvincing, has at least performed the 
service of stating the problem and illuminating its various 
aspects. 

With regard to the silence of the Bible, it may justly be 
pointed out that when its latest books were edited Galilee was 
of very little importance in the Jewish world, and only some 
chance circumstances might have led one of the sacred writers 
to mention the name of Nazareth. In the case of the Talmudic 
literature, it has been argued that its omission of the name of 
Nazarcth cannot be due to the fact that the town did not exist, 
since we have certain knowledge that it was in existence at 


we find in Eusebius, H.E., 1, 7, 14, on the authority of Julius Africanus. 
‘The most ancient Jewish transcription of the word known (in the hymus 
of Qalir, of about the year a.p. 000) gives Nateereth. Cf. CCXI, 52. 
1“ The majority” because there have been various attempts, 
none of them successful, to assign the native place of Jesus to some 
other part of Galilee than the little town of Nazareth. Cheyne held 
that Nazareth meant Gelilec itself; Burrage, that the name indicated 
a sitet of Perea; Burkitt, that it stood for Chorazin, ete. 
of. especially: CLXXVIN, 42 7.; CLXXIX, 285 ff.; the essay 
entitled Eine Stadt genannt Nazareth; CLI, i, 25 ff. ss a 
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the time when the first treatises of the Mishnah were edited ; 
which is true. It has been contended, further, that the rabbis 
were likely to be interested only in towns which possessed a 
rabbinical school, and since Nazareth was certainly not one of 
these, it is not strange that they ignored it, or at least found 
no reason for speaking of it; which may well be true. Jose- 
phus never intended to enumerate all the towns and villages 
of Galilee. Those to which he paid special attention were the 
ones which played a part in the beginning of the Great Revolt, 
during which he himself was fighting in the country (the first 
half of the year a.p. 67). In short, the contention is that the 
insignificance of Nazarcth was the sole cause of its going un- 
mentioned. Josephus and the Talmud, however, name many 
places which cannot have been any more important than 
Nazareth, nor any more interesting intrinsically, so that, on 
this view, the town of Jesus must have been peculiarly un- 
fortunate. In other words, there still remains room for doubt 
as to its existence in the first century. 

Doubt, however, is not conviction. Morcover, in default 
of external evidence we still have that of the New Testament, 
which is not to be despised. It is to be noted, however, that 
it is only in Acts and the Gospels that such evidence is found. 
Neither Nazareth nor the Nazarene are mentioned in any of 
the other canonical texts. This additional silence may be 
explained on similar grounds to that of the Jewish writings, 
namely, that the Galilean life of the Lord bad no interest for 
any but Palestinian writers. The omission would be strange 
if the so-called “ apostolic ’’ Epistles—Peter, John, James and 
Jude—had really been written by Galileans, the companions 
or kinsmen of Jesus, but as this canonical ascription is funda- 
mentally improbable, that point falls to the ground. The only 
peculiar thing is that, if, by the time of Saint Paul, the surname 
“the Nazarene” was constantly associated with the name of 
Jesus, the Apostle himself should not have employed it, though 
it is conceivable that he might have had his reasons for discard- 
ing it. 

For the Gospel writers and the author of Acts, who is pro- 
bably the same as the author of Luke, Nazareth is a town in 
Galilee, As 8 rule they are content merely to name it. Only 
in one passage (Luke iv. 29) do we find any kind of specifica- 
tion: “ And they rose up and thrust him out of the city, and 
led him up to the brow of the hill whereon their city is built, 
that they might cast him down headlong.” Nazareth, that is 
to say, is situated in high country, and so far as the general 
impression goes, it may be said that the text is correct enough. 

J. a 
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But the details are too fanciful ! to permit us safely to infer 
from the passage any more than that the author of it seems 
to have known that Galilee was a hilly region; which is not 
of great importance. 

We find the first specific assertion about Nazareth in Euse- 
bius,* but it gocs back to Julius Africanus (between A.D. 170 
and 240), who had spent most of his life in Palestine and knew 
it well, The passage states that the family of Jesus, “ hailing 
originally from the little Jewish towns of Nazareth and Koch- 
abah, had become scattered ubout the rest of thecountry.” At 
the end of the fourth century Saint Jerome and Saint Epi- 
phanius, again, mention Nazareth quite specifically. It seems 
certain, then, that the little town, the viculus, as Jerome calls 
it, was in existence by the last third of the second century, 
and as there is nothing in any text to indicate the possibility 
of its having been founded between the birth of Jesus and that 
date, the probability is that it was in existenee before the 
beginning of our cra. This being so, there would have been 
no need to discuss the matter, had the traditional derivation 
of the surname “ the Nazarene” been unquestionable. But 
there are, amongst others, serious philological objections to 
that derivation, 

The word which we write as Nazarene is actually given to 
us in three different forms: Nazarenos (Natagnvds), Nazoraios 
(Nalwpaios), and Nazorenos (Naloperds) which the Gospel 
editors and their copyists seem to have regarded as interchange- 
able.* First of all, assuming that the name of the town was 
really Nazareth, none of the three forms in question seem 
capable of being derived from it. One would expect Nazareth 
to necessitate a derivative like Nazarethenos, Nazarethanos, or 
Nazarethaios. The dropping of the final th or t of Nazareth 
(which is also written Nazaret) ° might, strictly, be justified as 
an exception which sometimes occurs, and the residue of Nazar 
might then seem to lend itself to the derivation of our three 
forms. But as it happens there is a further obstacle, as applic- 


1 ‘The present-day inhabitants of Nazareth can, of course, point out 
the “ precipice.” On the spot, it is not very convincing. 

"H.E.,1,7,14. > Jerome, Onomasticon ; Epiph., Haer., 1, 186, 

«In Mark, i. 24 and x. 47 for example, several important versions 
give Natagyvdc, others Nafwoaios, and Codex D Natogevés. Cf. the 
similar variants of Mark xiv. 67, Luke iv. 34 and xxiv. 19, etc. 

* An example is given in XXV, p. 428. There is, in Galilee, a town 
which Josephus calls */ordnara and the Talmud, Yotpat, the birthplace 
of a rabbi who is known as R. Menahem Yodpa’a {Yotpaya) which 
would be written in Greek as “Jwdnaiog ot ‘Jwbnaios. The feminine 
final t has been dropped in the derivation. 
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able to Nazara as to Nazareth, in the way of such a relation 
between them and Nazoraios, Nazarenos, or Nazorenos. Both 
words were unquestionably spelt in Aramaic with a tsadé, which 
is fairly rendered by our 2, but which in Greek is represented 
by a sigma (a), while Nazoraios, Nazarenos, and Nazorenos, take 
a zeta (¢), the customary transcription of the Aramaic zain. 
The difficulty is serious enough to have convinced a scholar 
like Nestle that the traditional derivation of Nazarene is a 
misconception.1. The substitution of zeta for sigma in the 
transcription of the tsadé, is not, however, without precedent, 
though it is definitely erroneous, hence we may, if necessary, 
give our three forms the benefit of the exception.? But it is 
hardly permissible to deal similarly with their traditional 
meaning. 

If it is conceded, as it must be, that Nazareth or Nazara 
was, at the time of Jesus, an obscure little town unknown and 
unnoticed, the question arises why a surname derived from it 
should have seemed so characteristic as to become attached to 
the name of Jesus in the gospel tradition, To indicate the 
country of the prophet it would have sufliced to call him Jesus 
the Galilean, just as the first leader of the Zealots was called 
Judas the Galilean (‘Jovdac 6 Ludtduioc). To distinguish a 
certain Simon, it is quite natural to call him Simon of Cyrene 
(Mark xv. 21: . . . 2%eova Kogyvaior) for everyone had heard 
of Cyrene, But a reference to Nazareth conveys no information. 
Simon or Andrew are not designated as “ of Capernaum.” 

Moreover, there are numerous passages of our Gospels in 
which the epithet Nazarene appears, which do not lend them- 
selves to its interpretation as “ of Nazareth.” In Mark (i. 21 ff.), 


1 E. Nestle, He shall be called a Nazarene, in Expos, Times, August, 
1908, xix, 523. 

* This is, substantiully, the contention of XXV, 427, which points 
out that Burkitt (Syriac forms of New Testament proper names, 1913) 
brought to light in the Old Testament ten eases of the apparent tran- 
scription of the tsadé by zeta, and that, counting the variants in the 
manuscripts, the list could be made even longer. ‘There ure ulko several 
examples in Josephus. It is to be noted, however, that Burkitt him- 
self regards these instances as slips of the pen, and rejects the derivation 
of Nalweaios from nogri on account of the difficulty of the tsad?é,  Never- 
theless, the fact that the Syriac translation of the Christian Bible (the 
Peshitto) always gives Nagraya for NaZwgaio; und Nusrat for Nazayél, 
transcribing, that is, the zela by a tsadé, is strung evidence for the 
possibility of the opposite process. If the error could occur in the 
Passage from Greck to Aramaic, it seems reasonuble to admit that it 
might also have done so in the passage from Aramaic tu Greek. More- 
over, there is the possibility that the word Natwaios, properly derived 
from naxir, may, by a kind of attraction, have been responsible for the 
spelling of Nafwgaioc with 4 zeta. 
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for example, we have the account of the first miracle of Jesus, 
the healing of a demoniac at Capernaum. On seeing Jesus 
enter the Synagogue, the man exclaims: ‘‘ What is there [in 
common] between thee and us, Jesus the Nazarene? Dost 
thou come to destroy us? I know who thou art: the Holy 
One of God" (6 Gyto¢ tof Geos). If we compare this passage 
with Mark v. 7, in which another demoniac says to Jesus: 
** What is there in common between thee and me, Jesus, Son 
of the most high God?” (‘Jycot vid Beod tod dyictov), we 
shall notice, first, that the expression, “‘ Son of the most high 
God,” stands in the same place in the second passage as “ the 
Nazarene " docs in the first, and seems to be equivalent to it ; 
second, that “the Holy One of God” and ‘the Son of God” 
express similar conceptions, which shows that the former is 
simply an expansion of “the Nazarene.” It looks very much 
as if it were a kind of Greck gloss, introduced by the editor 
for the benefit of readers ignorant of Aramaic. It must not 
be forgotten that Mark i. 21 ff. is recounting the first miracle 
of Jesus, his début, as it were, in the réle of Jord and master 
of evil spirits. This is his first act of hostility against the 
Enemy who rules over the terrestrial world. Hence it is natural, 
and cven necessary, for the all-powerful name to be announced, 
or more accurately, confessed, at the very beginning, by the 
oie who is to be defeated by its supreme power. This name 
iy sentially bound up with the divine mission to which the 
a W prophet, “son of God” like all prophets, is dedicated. 
tt would be contrary to all custom to hail Jesus by a name 
signifying nothing but his place of origin, while, on the other 
hand, it seems as if he must necessarily be given, on such a 
fmoment ous occasion, the title expressive of his true nature and 
function. 

We find in John xviii. 5 ff. the account of the arrest of 
Jesus, To the soldiers who come to the Garden of Olives he 
says, “Whom do you seek?” and they reply, “ Jesus, the 
Nazarene,” as if the surname possessed a kind of official value 
and was not to be detached. And when he has uttered the 
words, ‘I am he,” they all fall back, as if the avowal of the 
personality expressed by the name in some way at once actu- 
alized its inherent power. It is not easy to see how a mere 
mention of the town of Nazareth could account for this. To 
oppose Jesus the Nazarene is “‘ to oppose his name,’’? and his 
supreme name displays its irresistible power at his will, The 

‘In Acts xxvi. 1 Paul is represented as confessing that he has 
avted “ against the name of Jesus the Nazarene” (agé¢ 16 droga “Inood 
ro Najwuuiue). 
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incident in John is probably only a late version of the Synoptic 
account of the arrest, and we refer to it only to prove that 
its editor, though he believed that Jesus came from Nazarcth, 
had not yet lost the memory of the original tradition, in which 
the surname “the Nazarene” evoked something more than 
the fact of his origin in a little Galilean town. 

Various other passages in Acts and the Gospels indicate the 
same conclusion. For instance, Mark xvi. 6, in which the angel 
whom the women—Galilean women—find seated in the tomb, 
says to them: “ You seck Jesus the Nazarene, who was cruci- 
fied; he has risen again; he is not here. ...”’ Similarly, 
Luke xxiv. 19; Acts ii. 22 and Acts xxii. 8; where onc of 
those who went to Emmaus, Peter in his preaching, and Christ 
himself, speaking to Paul on the road to Damascus, respectively 
use the name Nazarene as if it expressed a personal and ntial 
characteristie of Jesus. There are, finally, two passages in 
Acts (iii. 6 and iv. 10) which actually exhibit the miraculous 
power of the sacred name in action. In the first, Peter, to 
heal a lame man, says to him: ‘In the name of Jesus Christ, 
the Nazarene, arise and walk.’ In the sceond, Peter again, 
speaking before the Sanhedrin concerning the miraculous cure 
of the lame man which he has performed, utters the words : 
“In the name of Jesus Christ, the Nazarene, whom you cruci- 
fied and God raised from the dead, behold him before you, 
whole.” It is of no importance in this comexion whether the 
events actually occurred as related in Acts, and Peter really 
uttered the words that are put into his mouth. The interest 
of the two passages lies in the fact that they exhibit an ani 
Christian spell, full of beneficent magie power, for i 
formula itself which is supposed to have performed the miracle. 
It is composed of the name Jesus, the title Christ, which pro- 
claims the Messianic rank of the Lord, and the surname, the 
Nazarene, The power of these three words so to speak, 
united in an inseparable combination. Clearly the market 
town of Galilee has no relevance here. 

It is, perhaps, possible that the surname, the Nazarcne, was 
first applied to Jesus by non-Christians, and was then adopted 
by the Christian movement and somchow invested with a 
special meaning, so that it ceased to seem strange, on the other 
hand, to see it used in speaking to Galileans belonging to the 
movement, who did not need to be told that Jesus came from 
Nazareth, or, on the other, to hear it uttered in circumstances 
in which the mention of his native place could have no signi- 
ficance. But it is indisputable that this appropriation would 
be much more intelligible in the case of a surname expressing 
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a peculiar quality of Jesus. We may even say that such a 
process implies that, even if “ the Nazarene”? did mean, in the 
first place, “ man of Nazareth,” this significance must have 
practically disappeared, and given way to another, more or 
less similar to that suggested by Matthew's reminder (ii. 28) 
that the Prophets had foretold “that he would be called the 
Nazarene.” In that case perhaps the form Nasarenos, or, less 
correctly, Nazarenos, would have to be regarded as the oldest, 
as being the nearest to the word Nasara, and because the 
form Nazoraios expresses the personal significance of the epi- 
thet, necessitated by the passages just cited. 

Probability, however, appears to be in favour of a different 
explanation, namely, that the oldest form of the surname was 
the Aramaic equivalent of the Greck Nazoraios, and expressed 
a peculiar quality of Jesus, and that it was only when this 
was no longer comprehended by the Hellenized Christians, 
who had ceased to understand Aramaic, that it received the 
interpretation ‘of Nazareth,” and took the form Nazarenos 
or Nazorenos. But in that case we are faced by the problem, 
what did Nazeraios mean, and to what Aramaic word did it 
correspond ? 


In 
THEORIES AND PROBABILITIES 


Several hypotheses have been advanced, into the details of 
which we shall not enter ; but it will be as well to give at least 
a general idea of their trend.' It has been maintained, first, 
that Jesus was called the Nazarene because he was 2 member 
of the Nazarene sect mentioned by Epiphanius, or at least had 
a strong resemblance to the devotees of that sect, to which 
Sohn the Baptist is supposed to have belonged. This theory, 
which is that of Friedlander, is exposed to serious objections. 
The assertions of Epiphanius may be unfounded, and it is open 
to question whether the pre-Christian Nazarcnes of whom he 
speaks really existed.* Moreover, it is highly improbable that 
if Jesus had only seemed to be, but was not actually, a Nazarene, 
his followers would have designated him by a name to which 

1 For the details sce CCVIL, 67 ff. 

‘The best argument for the veracity of Epiphanius is the fact that 
there still exists a sect of Mandeans, who are ni ‘hristians, and who 
call themselves Nazorenes. On the strength of this, Lidzbarski (AMan- 
ddische Liturgien, 1920, xvi) has compared Jesus der Nazorder with 
Enosh der Nazorder, who was described by Brandt in Manddischen 
Schriften, p. 98, and has come definitely to the conclusion that Jesus 
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he was not entitled. Other theories attempt to explain the 
surname as derived : (1) from the word netzer, meaning branch 
or off-shoot, and signifying in this connexion the off-shoot of 
the stem of Jesse, the descendant of David, the Messiah ; + 
from the word nogri, meaning “one who obscryes,” or “ one 
who guards, watches over '’; or (8) from the word nazir, which 
devignates a man bound to God by a vow, and may be translated 

“holy,” “* consecrated,” “ chosen,” “ crowned," all of which 
senses are fairly close, the first, however, probably being the 
oldest.? Each of these explanations has its probabilities and 
its difficulties. Thus, the meaning of netzer would be appro- 
priate to the early Christians’ conception of Jesus, but the word 
is spelt with a tsadé, for which, as we have already noted, the 
zeta of Natweatoc is not the proper transcription. Ta-nogri 
might be a fitting epithct for a man of God, that is, if we take 
it in the sense of “ one who guards or watches over,” for Jesus 
does not exactly play the part of an ‘“ observer "' (Se. of the Law) 
in the gospel tradition.—It is aterm that could be applied toa 
strict Pharisec, but not to him.—But again we encounter the 
difficulty of the tsadé. Nazir, on the other hand, is spelt with 
a zain, which becomes in Greek zeta,,and gives rise to the Greek 
forms vatio, valempatos, valipaioc, vatapatos. The Greek equivalent 
of nazir is hagios (Gytoc),? and certainly the charactcrization 
“ Holy One of God’ would fit Jesus perfectly. It is no less 
certain that he was regarded as such by his followers. We have 
already quoted Mark i. 24-5: “ I know who thou art, the Holy 





bore the name of that sect. Reitzenstein, Das iranische Erldaunga- 
mysterium, Bonn, 1921, regards the explanation as Anal. It remains 
to be seen, when we ha little more light on the ancient history of 
the Mandwans, whether they really afford an explanation. 

1 Siderski, in RHR, Bulletin de ta Soc, Ernest Renan, May 1021 
to June 1922, 51 ff. He bases his argument on Num. vi. 7, which he 
translates as follows: “ He shall not make h elf unclean when his 
father dies, because he hears upon his head the crown (nezer) of his 
God.” The meaning of nezer, which ix uxwally translated here by 
“ consecration” (Weihe, CCOKXXIM, i, 193), he regards as conclusivel: 
defined by 2 Sam. i. 10, which gives: ‘1 took the crown (nezer) whicl 
was upon his head.” 

* In Judges xiii. 7 and xvi. 17 the manuscripts give as equivalent 
readings the two words dys and vatewaioc. The synonymity of the 
two terms is further evidenced by the famous passage of Hegexippus, 
quoted by Eusebius, H.E., 2, 23, 5, which describes the vi 
James, the brother of the ‘Lord, as those of a nazir, and specifle 
the womb of his mother, he was holy” (Gos x). Judges 
says the same thing of Samson: vatle Oeod dxd tic noting. These 

passages recall the "Annunciation in Luke, in which the angel says to 
Mary: “Therefore the Holy One who shall be born (rd yeynipevw 
dys) shall be called the Son of God.” 
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One of God,’ and John vi. 69 uses the same term: “ And we 
know and believe that thou art the Holy One of God.” “ The 
Holy One of God” for the Christian is the Christ. A textual 
variant of the passage of John just quoted makes a kind of 
bridge between the two expressions: ‘“‘ We know and believe 
that thou art the Christ of the living God.”’ Acts iv. 27 shows 
clearly that “the Christ ’ is the “ Servant of God,” his son, 
his Holy One: “Thy holy servant Jesus, whom thou hast 
made Christ” (rév Gyov xasbd gov "Inooiw & Eyowas). Thus 
it is clear that the name of Holy One (&yzoc) applied to Jesus 
would both express his character and, at the same time, im- 
press upon the mind of the original community the idea of 
his Messiahship, and of his special relations with God. 

The interpretation of Nazarene by Holy One of God has, 
accordingly, great advantages, and seems to be the one sug- 
gested by the gospel texts themselves. It is, in the opinion 
of the writer, the most probable interpretation, Nevertheless, 
it is open to two objections, which must be considered. In 
the first place, it is questionable whether an orthodox Jew could 
be regarded as a nazir during his whole life, for, according to 
the rules of its institution, the naziriteship* seems never to 
have heen anything but temporary, and no text makes any 
mention of a perpetual naziriteship in the time of Jesus. In 
the second place, it is difficult to see how Jesus could have 
been described as a naszir, when he apparently had taken no 
vow, and certainly did not lead an ascetic life. It may be 
conjectured that the sense of the word had become wider and 
less strict, and that a man who lived for God was regarded as 
voued to him, in other words, that the meaning of nazir had 
come more clearly to approximate to that of hagios.? Unfor- 
tunately a supposition, however plausible, is not a certainty, 
and the derivation of Nazarene from nazir, meaning ‘* Holy One 
of God,” must always be open to doubt. It remains, however, 
the one which best satisfies the facts of the problem. 

What does seem quite certain is that the epithet, “‘ the Naza- 
rene,” did not mean in the beginning ‘‘ the man of Nazareth,” 
and that it was a title bestowed upon Jesus either during his 
lifetime or immediately after his death, at the period when his 
followers effected the first stage of his exaltation by asserting 

1 Salvatorelli has maintained this thesis with great ingenuity and 
force: CCXXXL 

* Cf. Num. vi. On the naziriteship, see LXVI, ii, 80-8. 

* Tt ia perhaps worth remarking that there were probably some 
distinguished nazirs in the primitive Judeo-Christian community, of 
whom the famous portrait of James by Hegesippus is, in ali likelihood, 
a kind of idealized synthesis, 
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that God, by the Resurrection, had made him Christ. In the 
Greek communities which produced our Gospels and Acts, the 
meaning of the Aramaic word was lost, because there the con- 
ception of the Lord (Kyrios) specdily overwheimed that of the 
Servant (Ebed, zais).1. The Jewish epithct of the Galilean 
prophet was no longer worthy of the Lord Jesus. Morcover, 
the word had probably passed into Christian specch in its Greek 
form of hagios, as several of the texts which have been cited 
indicate. His followers, who continued in Aramaie com- 
munities to bear the name Nazarenes, and who still do so 
today in Semitic-speaking countries, were henceforth called in 
the Greek communities the hagiei, the -“ Saints,” until they 
adopted a designation given to them by the pagans of Antioch, 
the christianoi, “ the Christians,” which finally prevailed. The 
word given by the original tradition, and probably transcribed 
as Nazoraios, was at first repeated without being translated, 
like the name Jesus itself, and, in gencral, any supposedly 
sacred name, whose power depended upon the strict preserva- 
tion of its form, and it very quickly ceased to he understood. 
Then, in the Greek comm ies, it, came to be interpreted, 
according to Greek practice, as referring to a town. Jesus was 
a Galilean ; there was in Galilee a town of Nazarcth or Nazara, 
which offered timely assistance to puzzled and well-meaning 
men who cared nothing for tsadé or zain. It was perhaps then 
that the form Nazarenos sprang up alongside that of Nazoratos, 
But these questions of derivation are wrapped in obsenrity, 
inasmuch as several words used in Palestinian religious termi- 
nology might have influenced the Greck transcription of the 
actual Aramaic term applied to Jesus; nazi, nogri, netorr, and 
possibly even the name of the sect mentioned by Epiphanius, 
the Nazarenes or Nazorenes.*. The more imperfectly the real, 
original epithet was understood, the more readily its fornr 
would be changed in the passage from Aramaic to Greck. 

All, then, that we venture definitely to conclude, is that 
the first followers of Christ, when they called him by his name 
and surname, Jesus the Nazarene, did not signify hy it Jesus 
of Nazareth, but an all-powerful divine name accompanicd hy 
a distinctive epithet, which meant approximatcly, “the One 
sent by Jahweh,” “the Holy One of God.” 














1 This might account for the fact noted above, that Paul does not 
use the term “ the Nazarene.” 

*Some influence of this kind was probably responsible for the 
adoption of NaZmpaioc, NaZagnvds or Natognyds rather than of one of the 
usual transcriptions of nazir : vatlg, valewalos, vatwpalos, vatapnios. ‘The 
Tendering vagwpaioc is not found amongst these. 


CHAPTER I 
THE PLACE AND DATE OF THE BIRTH OF JESUS 
I 


NAZARETH OR BETHLEHEM 


TAT has just b 
word Nazarene would of 


said about the interpretation of the 
sclf suffice to raise doubt 
concerning the birthplace of Jesus. Apart from that, however, 
we are already confronted, in the Gospels, with two confticting 
traditions. Mark clearly gives us to understand that Jesus 
was born at Nazarcth. The first verse of chapter vi. states : 
“ And he went out from thence and came into his native place "” 
(ég tiv natgibda dvtod), The town is not named, but it is 
certainly in Galilee, since it was about this district that Jesus 
was wandcring at the time when he is said to have preached 
in “his native place,” and, since we are told in another passage 
(i. 9) that it. was from Nazarcth that he came to join John the 
Baptist, ‘his native place’? must mean Nazareth.? Pére 
Lagrange has attempted to invalidate this argument by main- 
taining that a man’s “town,” “country,” ‘native place ’* 
(xargic), do not necessarily mean his birthplace, but merely 
the place of origin of his fam or, in the case of Jesus, the 
place where he was brought up.? It is in this sense, un- 
doubtedly, that Matthew and Luke understand Nazareth to 
be the “ native place ” of Je but, as we shall see, this con- 
struction was the only possible one from their point of view, 
while there is not the slightest indication that Mark, before 

4 John seems to accept this Marcan position. He says nothing to 
imply the belicf that Jesus was born in any other place than Nazareth 
{see i. 45). In vii. 41 ff. we have the following passage : “ Others said : 
This is the Christ. But some said: Doth Christ come out of Galilee ? 
Doth not the Scripture say that Christ cometh of the secd of David, 
and out of Bethlehem, the town where David was? So there was a 
division amongst the people because of him." OGL, 189 ff., observes 
rightly that if the writer of the Gospel believed that Jesus was born 
at Bethlehem, he would not have neglected such # good opportunity 


of discomfiting the sceptical Jews. 
‘CHI, i, 197; CV, 167; XCVIM, 5. * CH, 141. 
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them, had any such idea. On the contrary, everything suggests 
that they have harmonized the Marcan tradition, which they 
could not reject, with their own point of view. 

Both assert that Jesus was born at Bethlehem. ‘“* Bethle- 
hem in Juda,” specifies Matthew ii. 1 (ByOdedu vij¢ Lovdatac) : 
“the city of David,” adds Luke ii. 4 (elg mddry Aavésd),? 
According to the former, Joseph and Mary dwelt there before 
the birth of the child; according to the latter, it was there 
that they came, from Nazareth, for the census, repairing to the 
place of origin of their family, as commanded by the Emperor. 
The little town ® still stands today, about five and a half miles 
south of Jerusalem.—There is no gainsaying the contradiction 
between the two traditions. Mark definitely believes that Jesus 
was born at Nazareth, Matthew and Luke, that he was born 
at BethIchem in Judea, the place of which the prophct Micah * 
had said (v. 1), according to the apt quotation in Matthew 
ii, 6: ‘ And thou Bethichem, land of Judah, thou art not the 
least amongst the chief towns of Judah, for out of thee shall 
come a Jeader who shall shepherd my people Isracl.”"—A_ pro- 
pheey which represents the longstanding Jewish hope of a 
restoration of Israel by a descendant of David inspired hy 
Jahweh, 

There was another Bethlchem, situated in the old territory 
of the tribe of Zabulon, about five and a half miles north of 
Nazareth, which is mentioned in the Book of Joshua (xix. 15). 
Some critics * have inclined to the theory that these two towns 
of the same name became confused, and that the best known 
of the two, the one given by the prophct Micah as the native 
place of the future Messiah, superseded the other, although it 
was really at Bethlehem of Nazar, or Nesar, as the Galilean 
town was called, that Jesus was born. This suggestion, how- 
ever, has no documentary support, and cannot possibly be 
justified, The tradition which established Bethlchem as the 
birthplace of Christ did not depend upon any orical event. 
It needed only the prophetic utterance of Micah to bring it 
into being and confirm it beyond all question. Since Jesus 
was the Messiah foretold by the Prophets, he must necessarily 
have fulfilled the prediction of Micah, and come into the world 

















11 Sam. xx. 6 and 28 gives Bethlehem as David's native town. 
Grave doubts have been raised as to the authenticity of the tradition 
embodied in this text (cf. EB, David, § 1, note 2), but we need not 
concern ourselves with them here. 

‘EB, Bethichem. 

* Cheyne, for instance, in EB, Nazareth, where this opinion is set 
forth in considerable detail, 
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at Bethlehem, the city of David. This requirement was all 
that was nceded to prove the event, without any other evidence. 

The accounts of the childhood found in our Gospels of 
Matthew and Luke, be it remembered, issue from the same 
source and belong to the same family as those in the Apocryphal 
Gospels ; and the Protevangelium of James, for example, or 
the Gospel of Pseudo-Maitthew, happening to require the setting 
of Jerusalem for the beginning of their miraculous story, have 
no hesitation in making that city the residence of the parents 
of Jesus before his birth, In other words, hagiographers are 
mainly influenced by their own requirements, and always con- 
trive to adapt to them the more or less genuine recollections 
of the tradition. 

Setting aside, for the present, what the disciples themselves 
may have known and said concerning the actual birthplace of 
Jesus, the members of the movement who, some time after 
them, established the main features of the oral tradition, were 
evidently confronted by two conflicting prophecies; that of 
Micah v. 1, “‘ He shall come from Bethlehem in Judea”; and 
that given in Matthew ii. 23, “ He shall be called a Nazarene.” 
The latter prediction ' might be related to the assertion of the 
Dirth of Jesus at Nazareth in one of two ways—it might 
either have conditioned, or been conditioned by, that assertion. 
In the latter case, the assumption is that Jesus was known 
to have been born at Nazarcth, and that this fact was taken 
as the fulfilment of the prophecy, “ He shall be called a Naza- 
rene.”” In the former, we must suppose that the surname of 
Nazarene, which had been bestowed upon Jesus for reasons 
quite irrelevant to his birthplace, came, at a time when its 
original significance was no longer understood, to be interpreted 

‘TL is not ensy to find textual justification for the expression in 

Matthew, “the word af the prophets" (rd 6y0ev did ray xgagntdy) 
which _signnlizes this second prediction, Cf. XCIX, 167; 
8 ff.—In antiquity Saint Jerome was of the opinion that Matthew 
had not quoted his source literally (non rerba de seripturis sumpsisse, 
sed sensum), while John Chrysostom, on the other hand, believed that 
he had made use of a prophecy which had since been lost. In modern 
times it has been held (CHIL, i, 376) that the LXX version of Judges, 
xiii, 5, was the source of the quotation. This is the passage in which 
it is said that Samson will be the nazir of God, and Matthew is sup- 
posed, according to his custom, to have taken from it the words which 
suited his purpose aie regard for their context. This is quite 
possible, but in the opi of the writer, Deut. xx 16 affords a 
more probable explanation : “Let the blessing of him who dwells 
in the bush come upon the head of Joseph, and upon the top of the head 
of him who is nogri amongst his brethren.” The Vulgate, here more 
accurate than the Septuagint. gives the translation: super certicem 
nasarei inter fraires suos. 
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as meaning “of Nazareth." We have already shown why this 
explanation seems to be the probable one. Of the two pro- 
phecies in question, the second was probably the first to be 
connected with Jesus, because of the fact that he was already 
called the Nazarene. The application of the first must un- 
questionably have been later, since it could have been made 
only outside the circle of those who knew positively that the 
Master was not born at Bethlehem, and it is certain that the 
redactor of Mark had assigned the origin of Jesus to Nazareth 
before ever our Matthew and Luke associated him with the 
other town. A 

Another difficulty is that Matthew and Luke, if they agree 
as to the birthplace, give quite irreconcilable accounts of the 
birth. The respective details of the two stories cannot be 
fitted into a common whole, and convey very different impres- 
sions. Matthew’s is full of tragic horror, Luke’s, a tender and 
joyous idyll. The wailing of the mothers whose children ure 
being slaughtered by the soldicrs of Herod (Matt. ii, 1718) 
blends ill with the hymns of the angels and the thanksgivings 
of the shepherds (Luke ii. 14 and 20). Apart from this, neither 
of these two accounts of the Nativity will bear critical examina- 
tion, and it is obvious that neither is founded upon an authentic 
and accurate original tradition. As literature, the narrative 
of Luke is supcrior to that of Matthew in restraint and descrip- 
tive power, but as history, it is equally unrcliable,! 

The story of Matthew is entircly dictated by the prophecies, 
which must, at all costs, be fulfilled, and relies upon them for 
its whole justification, If Jesus is born at Bethlchem, it is to 
carry out Micah’s prediction that the Messiah would come from 
that town (Matt. ii. 5); if he goes to Egypt, it is because it 
is written in Hosea xi. 1: “1 culled my son out of Egypt" 
(Matt. ii. 15); the pitcous cries of the bereaved mothers fulfil 
the words of Jeremiah xxxi. 15: “ A voice was raised in Ramah, 
lamenting and wailing long; it is Rachel who weeps for her 
children, and will not be comforted, because they are no more ”* 
(Matt. ii. 18); the Holy Fumily, on its rcturn from Egypt, 
goes to dwell at Nazareth in order to vindicate the prophecy : 
“He shall be called a Nazarene” (Matt. 28). All these 
strained coincidences do not inspire conlid in the incidents 
which they are supposed to corroborate. Ncither the visit of 
the Magi, nor the appearance of the miraculous star, nor the 
massacre of the Innocents, has any other basis than the imagina- 
tion of the hagiographer who put the whole story together. 

1A detailed study of the two accounts by the present writer will 
be found in CCVIIL, 447. 
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To attempt to discover the sources and analyse the elements 
of these incidents, may be an interesting pastime for a scholar, 
but it is quite irrelevant either to the actual history of Jesus 
or to any primitive tradition concerning it. 

The study of the account in Luke (ii. 1-20) leads to exactly 
the same conclusion. It has nothing in common with Matthew 
except the anxiety to explain how it was that, though Jesus 
was called a Nazarene, in the sense of “‘ a native of Nazareth,” 
he was actually born at Bethlehem. The reason for this 
divergence of these two products of a common purpose, is 
that the cditor of Luke, like the editor of Matthew, relied upon 
no tradition, and simply invented his own story, independently 
of Matthew. The birth in the stable, the coming of the shep- 
herds, the angelic visitations, all the charming pictures painted 
by our Evangelist, though, like the incidents in Matthew, 
they may be investigated with a view to discovering their 
components, belong, like them, to the domain of pure hagio- 
graphy, and have no connexion with history. As Strauss has 
justly observed, the writers of the two Gospels relate the same 
thing in two different forms, and what they relate is a legend 
designed to verify the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem. Neither 
of these two accounts of the Nativity belongs to the original 
version of the Gospel in which it appears ; they are both later 
parasitic growths, 

The oldest tradition, which is found in Mark,{knows nothing 
of the story of Bethlehem. John is perhaps acquainted with 
it, but docs not accept it, because it is connected with the 
effort, already out-of-date in the Fourth Gospel, to vindicate 
the Messiahship of Jesus by proving that all the Prophecies 
were fulfilied in him. Are we, then, to assume that Mark 
was right, and that Jesus was born at Nazareth? It is not 
entirely out of the question, even insisting on the fact that 
the surnam, the Nazarene, cannot be interpreted as meaning 
“the man of Nazarcth,” for the epithet might just have been 
chosen for its assonance, as having the double advantage of 
expressing the function of Jesus and at the same time sound- 
ing like the name of his birthplace. That, however, does not 
seem very probable. The original tradition, as far as we can 
judge from Mark, was not interested in the “ private life” of 
Jesus, that is to say, in his birth and the period of his exist- 
ence prior to his baptism by John, and the likelihood seems 


* To aay that he invented it, is perhaps slightly overstating the ease, 
He may have found the elements of his story in the Christian tradition 
by which he was surrounded, as, also, may the editor of Matthew. 
But these clements are none the less inventions. 
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to be that the recollection of his exact birthplace was Jost. 
The immediate disciples must have known it, of course, and 
doubtless the ora] tradition also remembered it for some time. 
But, not being fixed in writing, and having no significance 
for the Christological development, it lapsed into oblivion, and 
that all the more rapidly and irrevocably because the genera- 
tions which followed the original disciples had little interest 
in the human existence of the “ Lord.” The de lopment of 
Christology characteristic of Paul and the Johannine writings, 
soon turned the attention of believers from any inquiry into 
the human childhood of the “ Saviour,” who came to be more 
and more exclusively regarded from the ‘eschatological point 
of view. When, by means of the Apocrypha, such as the 
Gospel of the Childhood, the Protevangelium of James, the 
Pseudo-Matthew, the Gospel of Thomas, and the IMistory of 
Joseph the Curpenter,) Christian picty was recalled to an 
interest in the childhood of Je it was to find it all em- 
hellished with miracles and prodigies, designed to show the 
divine power of Christ from the time of his birth to the begin- 
ning of his mission in Isracl. There was no question of estab- 
lishing or supplementing historical fae a collection of 
fantastic miracles is not to be confused with biography. It 
was a case of a kind of hagiographic intoxication, intended to 
heighten the faith of the eredulous, of which there were several 
outbreaks between the seeond and the fifth centuries, (For 
if the writings which exhibit its manifestations sometimes go 
back, in their original form, to the end of the second century, 
they have reached us in texts which continued to be revised, 
altered, and claborated, down to the threshold of the Middle 
Ages.) 

Hence, though it is quite certain that Jesus was not born 
at Bethlehem, as stated by Matthew and Luke, it is by no 
means so that he was born at Nazarcth, os Mark and John 
believe, All that can be said is that it is not actually im- 
possible, inasmuch as Nazarcth was in Galilee and the oldest 
tradition preserves the information that Jesus came from that 
country. The critical and prudent conclusion, however, is 
that we have no knowledge in the matter, and in all probability 
never shall have, From the moment when it was perccived, 
on the one hand, that he ‘‘ was to be born”? at BethIlchem, 
and, on the other, that Nazarene meant “ man of Nazarcth,” 
the name of his insignificant native place became indifferent, 






























2 We purposely mention only the Apocrypha, which have been 
studied, edited, and translated in ind ii, For the substance 
of the others, see CXLII, part i, sections i, and iv, 
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and even embarrassing, to the faith, and could not fail to fall 
into oblivion. 

We may say, without seeking to be more specific, that 
Jesus was born in Galilee. The date is another obscure and 
much disputed question.’ It will suffice here to give the data 
and gencral drift of the discussion, without going into details. 


ul 


Tue Various Evipence or TH GOSPELS REGARDING THE 
Date or rHe Nativity 


It is not to be expected that our Gospels will give us a 
definite date, for such accuracy is not one of the characteristics 
of this type of writing. They afford, in fact, only a few vague 
indications, which are either contradictory or obviously erro- 
neous. Matthew ii. 1 places the Nativity “in the days of Herod. 
the King ” (éy juégats “Ho@édov tot Buctdéws). It is unquestion- 
ably Herod the Great who is meant, for the successor of this 
king in Judea was called Archelaus. But we know that Herod 
died in the year 750 of the Roman calendar, carly in the spring, 
either in March or April, of the fourth year before Christ,* 
which constitutes a serious difficulty to begin with. There is 
nothing to be obtained from Mark, except the fact that his 
silence on the matter of chronology proves that the question 
was not onc which interested the early tradition, which is a 
further reason for misgiving. Luke is apparently more ex- 
plicit. The information he professes te give us is as follows : 
(2) Elizabeth, the mother of John the Baptist, became pregnant 
“in the time of Herod, King of Judas,” and Mary conceived 
six months after her cousin (Luke i. 26, 86 and 42). At the 
time of the latter's delivery, an imperial edict for a census 
made it necessary for her to go to Bethlchem, at which time 
Quirinius is stated to have been Governor of Syria, no further 
mention being made of Herod (ii. 1-2). (2) John the Baptist 
began his preaching in “the fifteenth year of the reign of 
Tiberius Cesar,” when Pontius Pilate was Governor of Judea, 
Herod Antipas tetrarch of Galilee, and Annas and Caiaphas 


‘For the bibliography see: CLXXVI, 610 f.; CXL, 279, n. 1; 
ond XXIX, i, 10g. Cy. also DB, Chronology NE N. r; a, Chronology 5 3 
CCXXIV; ' Endémann, Die chronologischen Daten Lebens 
Leipzig, 1011, ‘These various writings deal with the ciecaioes a ‘the 
life of Jesus in general, but the date of the Nativity is, of course, their 
point of departure. ‘The problem of this date has been gone into by 
the writer in COVHI, 23 7. 
* XXIX, i, 415, n. 167; COXKIV, 191; V, i, 2347. 
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were High Priests (iii. 1-2). It was shortly after this that 
Jesus came to be baptized by John and commenced his public 
career, and he was then “ about thirty years old” (xai durds 
tp *Inoots dgydpevos dod eraiv tovdxorra, iii, 21 and 28).—Finally, 
John (viii. 56-7) makes Jesus say, in the course of a dispute 
with the Jews: ‘ Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my 
day ; he saw it and was glad"; to which his opponents reply : 
“Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou scen 
Abraham?” This ironic question appears to imply that Jesus 
may have been nearly fifty at the time of his public carcer. 
On the other hand, by the Johannine reckoning itsclf, which 
is much more generous than that of the Synoptics, this public 
career of Jesus cannot have lasted more than three years, and 
the probability is, that at the most it did not cover more 
than one. 

Several of these various chronological data are contradic- 
tory.1 We may set down to begin with, as a practically un- 
disputed fixed point, that Pontius Pilate was Procurator of 
Judes from a.p. 26 to 36. Now what can we make of our 
data? The fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, who was 
made Emperor on the tenth of August in the year 14, falls 
between the nineteenth of August 28 and the cighteenth of 
August 29. If Jesus was thirty years old between 28 and 29, 
he could not be nearly fifty, a year, or even two years, later, 
and he could barely, though just possibly, have been born 
under Herod the Great, which would make him at cast thirty- 
three. However, a man of that age might be said to be “ about 
thirty.” But if the census of Quirinius mentioned in Luke 
is the same as that spoken of by Josephus,* it took place in 
A.D. 6 to 7, which excludes the possibility of the birth of Jesus 
under Herod, and, at the same time, brings him to the age, 
in the year 28-9, of only twenty-two or twenty-three, instead 
of anywhere near thirty. These are grave difficulties, and they 
do not include those contributed by the astronomical calcula- 
tions which have professed to explain and to date the appcar- 
ance of the star of the Magi.* 


*CCVIIL, 24 f.—This contradiction makes quite futile the classic 
comparison between the Synoptic and the Johannine chronology. 
There is no such thing as a “ Synoptic chronology,” and the Johannine 
chronology is inconsistent. Cf. LXXXIV, 419f.; CLVI, 230 J. 

* Ant. 17, 18, 5; 18, 1,1; 18, 2,31. The census here referred to 
is one instituted by Quirinius, legate of Syria, after the deposition of 
Archelaus, for the purpose of imposing the Roman tax. 

’ Kepler, De Jeaua Christi salvatoris nostri vero anno natalilio, 1606, 
upholds the year 7 B.c. Westberg, Die biblische Chronologie nach Flav. 
Josephus und das Todesjahr Jesu, Leipzig, 1910, accepts the identifica- 

2 i" 
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In order to unravel this skein of contradictions, we should 
have to know what value to assign to each of the elements 
that enter into it, and that we have no means of determining. 
The immediate impression, however, is that at the time of the 
redaction of our Gospel writings, the Christian tradition itself 
was no longer sure of its chronological ground, for, had there 
been any established tradition in the matter, it would casily 
have compelled the acceptance of all the gospel editors. It 
was precisely because such a thing was lacking, that each of 
them attempted to supply the deficiency as best he could. 
Possibly one or other of them may have had some more or 
less authentic information at his disposal, but we cannot tell. 
It may be, for instance, that the original tradition vouched 
for the fact that Jesus was born “ in the days of Herod,"’ but 
the statements of Matthew are mixed up with such improbable 
tales that they must all come under suspicion. 

We shall confine ourselves here to a few words on the chron- 
ology of Luke, because its air of accuracy has been particularly 
misleading, and it has been the subject of much bitter dispute.* 
The most important point in it is the statement concerning 
the census of Quirinius {ii. 1-5), which runs as follows : 


“ Now it came to pass that in those days there went out a decree 
of Czsar Augustus that all in the world should be taxed ; this was 
the first taxing, when Quirinius was governor of Syria.’ And ail 
went to be registered, each into his own city. And Joseph also 
went up from Galilee out of the city of Nazareth, in Judea, unto 
the city of David, which is called Bethlehem, because he was of 


tion of the star with Halley’s comet, and suggests the year A.D. 12, 
etc, Cf. H. Voigt, Dic Gesch. Jesu und die Astrologie, Leipzig, 1921; 
OLXXVI, 611 7. 

1 Bibliography will be found in XXIX, i, 508 ff. For the substance 
of the matter sec: XKIX, 508 ff., which seems to the present writer 
conclusive ; EB, Quirinius ; XCVI, i, 815; CU, i, 343 ff.; XCVIL, 82 ff. ; 
—for the conservative position: COXXVI; LXIX, ii, 3959, 415 ff. ; 
—tfor the Catholic point of view: V, i, 281 ff7.; Lagrange, Ok en est la 
question du recensement de Quirinius, RB, January, 1911. XXIV, i, 
46 f., also defends the chronol: of Luke. Cy. also: C. Cichorius, 
Chronologisches zum Leben Jesu, , xxii, 1928, 16 ff. 

*"Aurn dxoygap) ngden tyéveto tryeporstortos tig Xuplag Kognvlov. 
‘The meaning here adopted is that accepted by the most modern trans. 
lators (Crampon, Loisy, Goguel, Moffatt, Klostermann). It has, how- 
ever, been disputed, two other renderings proposed: ‘‘ This census 
was the first of those which took place under Quirinius, when he was 
governor of Syria”; and even: “This was the census which took 
place before Quirinius was governor of Syria.” There seems little 
possibitity of cither of these two tendentious translations being correct, 
but it is true that the sense of the passage is not unambiguous, 
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the house and lineage of David, to be registered with Mary, his 

wife, who was pregnant.” 

We will not unduly stress the peculiarity of the mode of 
census-taking implied by our text, but it is to be noted that 
it is a very strange proceeding. The moving about of men 
and families which this reckless decree must have caused 
throughout the whole of the Empire, is almost beyond imagina- 
tion, and one cannot help wondering what advantage there 
could be for the Roman state in this return, for a single day, 
of so many scattered individuals, not to the places of their 
birth, but to the original homes of their ancestors. For it is 
to be remembered that those of royal descent were not the 
only ones affected by this fantastic ordinance, and many 8 poor 
man must have been hard put to it to discover the cradle of 
his race. The suspicion, or, rather, the conviction, is borne in 
upon us at first sight that the editor of Luke has simply been 
looking for some means of bringing Joseph and Mary to Beth- 
Jehem, in order to have Jesus born there, A hagiographer of 
his type never bothers much about common sense in inventing 
the circumstances he requires. In this case, no notice is taken 
of the fact that ‘‘ the city of David’ was not the city of Mary, 
and that there seems to have been no necessity for her to have 
made such a journey on the eve of her confinement. It is all 
outside the plane of reality. 

The actual census of Quirinius may, however, have been 
a fact, and one that was in some way, though how, we do not 
know, connected with the date of the birth of Jesus. The 
historical problem may be stated as follows. Josephus asserts 
that, Augustus having appointed Archelaus his legate in Syria 
in A.D. 6-7, Quirinius, the governor of Judea, ordered a census 
for the purpose of imposing the Roman tax—a quite necessary 
and normal proceeding. It cannot be this measure to which 
Luke refers, since the decree there mentioned concerns “ the 
world”? (xdcav nv dixovpévny), that is to say, the whole 
Empire, and would have to be dated at least ten to twelve 
years prior to the census recorded by Joscphus, to bring it 
within the reign of Herod the First. The question is whether 
Josephus has been guilty of an omission in saying nothing of 
this first census (of which, incidentally, there is no mention 
anywhere else), or whether it is Luke who has made a mistake 
and assigned to the time of Herod the First an event which 
actually took place in the year a.p. 6-7.1 

1 The mainstay of the partisans of Luke is still Huschke's study 
Ucher den Census und die Steuerverfassung der fritheren romischen Kaixer- 
seit, 1847. Of more recent contributions to that view, the most im- 
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Not to go into a detailed discussion, which would be out 
of place here, we shall reduce the solution of the problem to 
a certain number of points which appear to be quite definite, 
or at least as definite as the present state of our evidence permits. 
(1) We have no authority for asserting, or even for supposing, 
that there was a general census of the orbis romanus under 
Augustus, (2) No text gives us any reason to believe that any 
proceeding of this kind, limited to Syria, was taken, except 
under the circumstances mentioned by Josephus, that is to 
say, on the establishment of direct Roman government in the 
country in the year a.p. 6-7. (8) The Jewish historian repre- 
sents this measure of 6-7 as something new, which the inhabi- 
tants of Judwa received very badly,’ because they guessed 
what it meant. This makes it appear very improbable that 
it was a mere repetition of a similar census already imposed 
under Herod the First. (4) There was no reason for a Roman 
eensus, which could have no purpose except revenue, in Judea 
under Herod the First, for Herod, although a very obedient 
subject of Augustus, retained control of his own treasury and 
system of taxation, as is witnessed by the protests which were 
raised at his death against his exactions. (5) If a census had 
really been taken under Herod, it is difficult to see why it would 
need to be taken over again in 4.p. 6-7. The Romans did 
not lightly create trouble, and they were perfectly aware that 
such a proceeding sometimes involved very serious trouble, 
wherever it was instituted. (6) Quirinius is known to have 
been legate of Syria between Volusius Saturninus and Ceecilius 
Creticus Silanus, that is to say, between a.p. 6 and 12.2. These 
dates are quite consistent with the attribution to him of the 
census of A.D. 6~7, but they make it difficult to understand 
how he could have directed a similar undertaking ten or twelve 
years previously. An attempt has been made, on the strength 
of certain inscriptions, to show that he was twice legate of 
Syria, but the evidence is not convincing.* In any case, it 
could only have been in the year 8-2 3.c. that he first held 
the office in question, because that is the only year for which 
we do not know the name of the governor of Syria,‘ so that 
portant are: Ramsay, Quirinius, Governor of Syria, in the Atheneum, 
August 10, 1912; and Barton, Archeology and the Bible, Philadelphia, 
1917, pp. 432 ff. For the details of the discussion see CCVIIL 277, 
and notes; and for the negative, EXEL, 210 f. 

1 Josephus, Bell. Jud., 2, 8, 1. > XXIX, i, 326 7. 

* CCVII, 179, notes 18 and 19. 

« XXIX, i, 8227. This is disputed by CLIX, 54, which argues for 
42 3.c. and 4.p. 6 as the two years in which Quirinius received the 
appointment. 
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it was definitely after Herod’s time. This is confirmed by the 
fact that we know the name of the legate who suppressed the 
uprisings consequent upon the death of Herod; it was Quin- 
tilius Varus. (7) It is ineredible that such an unusual and 
disturbing proceeding as the census spoken of by Luke must 
necessarily have been, should have escaped ali mention in 
Josephus. 

To sum up, the probability, we may even venture to say, 
the certainty, seems to be that Luke made a mistake, or, more 
accurately, that he referred to a well-known event without 
being particular as to its exact date, The census of Quirinius 
in a.p. 6-7 was a painful memory for the people of Palestine, 
It was called simply ‘ the census,” ! as in France, before 1914, 
the struggle of 1870-1 was spoken of as “the war.” It is 
certainly this occurrence of a.p. 6 7 which Luke ji. 1 has in 
mind, and of which he makes use to bring Joseph and Mary 
to Bethlehem, for the purpose of establishing that town as the 
birthplace of Jesus. Since, however, he thinks there are reasons 
for placing the birth “in the days of Terod the King,” he 
anticipates the census and governorship of Quirinius by ten 
years or so. Such a displacement, effected outside Palestine 
and a considerable time after the events in question, would 
hardly be likely to meet with contradiction. In any case, it 
is quite in the style of the psendo-proofs and chronological data 
of the hagiographers,? which is the reason history can make 
nothing of them. 

The other chronological details in Luke, that is to say, 
the connexion he apparently established between the fifteenth 
year of the reign of Tiberius and the thirticth of the life of 
Jesus, are, unfortunately, equally unreliable. We do not even 
know the exact meaning of the twenty-third verse of chapter 
jii. in which the words “ about thirty ycars ” appear, The text 
usually accepted seems to require the following translation : 
“ And Jesus himself was, at the beginning, about thirty years 
of age, being, as was supposed, the son of Joseph...” What 
we are to understand by “at the beginning” (deydurvos), it 
is very difficult to say, and numerous thcorics have been 
advanced on the subject.2 We shall not discuss, nor even 
enumerate them, because there seems small probability that 















4 As Acts v. 87 testifies: “ After him rose up Judas of Galilee in 
the days of the census" (év rai iutoac vhs droyooph| 

2 It is to be remembered that the editor of Acts v. 38f. calmly 
perpetrates an error of forty ycars, in placing the rebellion of Theudas 
before that of Judas of Galilee. 

* COVINL, 38 7. 
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the estimate of the age, of Jesus given in that “about thirty 
years,” was authorized by any genuine tradition.2 Various 
texts in the Bible attribute a special value to the age of thirty. 
Joseph was thirty when he became Prime Minister (Gen. xti. 
46); David was thirty when he became King (2 Sam. v. 4). 
Most significantly, Numbers iv. 8, 28 and 80 fixes the eligibility 
of the Levites for service at the altar at from thirty to fifty 
years of age. To say that Jesus was thirty years old at the 
beginning of his career, was, therefore, to specify that he was 
exactly the age required by the Law for a Man of God. Simi- 
larly, when John viii. 57 says that he is not yet fifty, it asserts 
that he is still within the consecrated period. 

When we observe, further, that Luke seems to have only 
an approximate and remote knowledge of Judan affairs, and 
that, in particular, the chronological evidence which he pro- 
fesses to draw from the sequence of the High Priests (iii. 2, 
“under the High Priests Annas and Caiaphas”’) is doubly 
erroncous,? we are led definitely to conclude that the hagio- 
grapher did not know either the exact date of the birth of 
Jesus or his actual age at the time of his mission. He knew, 
or thought that he knew, only that the Lord was born “ in the 
time of Herod,” and he attempted to support that conviction, 
which may have been more or less justified, by recalling facts 
and names well known in themselves, but whose dates were 
sufficiently vague in his chronology for him to be able, with- 
out scruple, to gather them all together at the point where 
they could be of use to him. Chronological vaguencss and 
capriciousness are the rooted vices of hagiography, and there 
is nothing surprising in encountcring them here. 

The earliest believers, having no interest in this question 
of chronology, made no attempt to elucidate it, so that by the 
time our Gospels were edited, the Christians had no longer any 
verifiable data. When, in spite of this, they desired knowledge, 
they were obliged to create their own belicfs, which inevitably 
resulted in disagreements even wider, at times, than the read- 
ing of our canonical Gospels would indicate. It appears, for 
instance, that the Asiatic presbyters, taking literally the text 
of viii. 57 of their Johannine Gospel, brought down the death 
of Christ to the time of Claudius (4.p. 41-54), Others advanced 


1 Even Meyer, who, for not very convincing reasons, regards this 
estimate as probable, admits that it looks like a conjecture rather than 
a traditional belief :| XXIV, i, 50. 

+ Annas was High Priest neither in the fifteenth year of the reign 
of Tiberius, nor at the same time as Caiaphas. ‘The former was governor 
of the Temple from a.n, 6 to 15, the latter from 18 to 86. 
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it still further, to the year 59, which falls in the reign of Nero, 
and took the year 9 for the date of the Nativity. Others, on 
the contrary, placed the Crucifixion in a.p, 21, forgetting that 
Pilate had not reccived his appointment until 26, as their 
opponents overlooked the fact that he had lost it in 86.7 

It is to a Scythian monk called Dionysius the Less (Diony- 
sius Exiguus), living at Rome in the sixth century, that we 
owe the traditional dating of the beginning of the Christian 
era." He had at his disposal no more information than we 
have ourselves, and his conclusion is merely the result of reason- 
ing based entirely upon the data of Luke, and running sub- 
stantially as follows. If John the Baptist began his preaching 
in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, and if we allow 
an interval of about a year between the commencement of the 
career of the Forerunner and that of Jesus, the latter must: 
have been thirty years old in the sixteenth year of Tiberius, 
Deducting thirty years, we reach the seven hundred and tifty- 
fourth year of the Roman calendar, so that the date of the 
Nativity is December 25th of that year, which thus beeomes 
year one of the new cra. Dionysius was hindered in his ealeu- 
lations by nonce of the difliculties which we have encountered, 
for the simple reason that he did not admit the possibility of 
any contradiction between the Gospels, and, as he had no 
externa] means of fixing the exact dates of the death of Werod 
and of the census, he did not know that those two events were 
subsequent to 754. 

Nowadays the Catholic chronologists, who are unwilling to 
give up the massacre of the Innocents or the flight into Kgypt 
from Herod’s executioners, are compelled to say that Dionysius 
‘was wrong, and that the Nativity must be placed in a.p. 6 or 
7.* Unfortunately, the account of Matthew is also pure hagio- 
gtaphy, and yields no basis for a positive conclusion in the 
matter. There is nothing to prove that the expression “ in the 
days of Herod ” was anything more than a popular approxima- 
tion, a mere application of the rule by which, in that kind of 
writing, any facts of which the dates arc unknown are associated 
with the name of some famous personage. 

It is wisest to conclude that we do not know, within about 
fifteen years, or perhaps more, the time when Jesus came into 

1 Regarding these eccentricities, which merely prove the complete 
uncertainty of the Christian chronology on the subject of Jesus, wce 
COXCH, iii, 16 7. 

* On Dionysius the Less, cf. CLEX, i, 403; Von Soden, EB, Chron- 


ology, col. 807. 
A ¥, i, 224. For some more recent computations sce CLEXVI, 
610 f. 
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the world. It will be hardly necessary to add that the liturgical 
date of Christmas (December 25) has no foundation in history.* 
It was fixed at Rome, only after long uncertainty, probably in 
the first quarter of the fourth century. Hippolytus, at the 
beginning of the third, already supported it, but at almost the 
same time Clement of Alexandria was championing the 18th 
of April. The 18th of April, the 29th of May, and the 28th 
of March also had their advocates, for the story in Luke, with 
its shepherds spending the night in the fields, suggested spring 
rather than winter. In the Orient, however, the 6th of Jan- 
uary was generally accepted as the date. The fact is that 
nobody knew, and we know no better today.’ It is very prob- 
able that the festival of the solar god Mithra, which occurred 
on the 25th of December, coincident, according to the Roman 
calendar, with the winter solstice, was largely influential in 
securing the acceptance of the same date for the Nativity of 
Jesus. The words of the prophet Malachi (iv. 2) find their 
appropriate application: ‘* But unto you who fear my name 
shall the sun of righteousness arise.”’ # 

+ A good collection of the most important writings on the subject 
is to be found in CCLXXIV, 96 f., of which book there is a French 
translation, CCLXXIV~c. See also Duchesne, Culte*, 257 ff.; Frazer, 
Adonia*, i, 804 ff., and Balder the Beautiful, i, 246 and 881 ff. 

1 The two rival dates of the 25th of December and the 6th of January 
wore arrived at by computation from the date of Easter. The adherents 
of the former placed the Crucifixion on the 25th of March, of the latter, 
on the 6th of April. As it was held that the life of the Lord must have 
embodied chronological perfection, that is to say, have comprised an 
exuet number of years, without a fraction, he was believed to have died 
on the anniversary of his Incarnation. Reckoning nine months from 
the Gth of April, yielded the Gth of January, and from the 25th of March, 
the 25th of December, as the date of the Nativity. 

The comparison of Christ with the sun is common in ancient 
Christian writings. Cf. OCLXXIV, 113, n. 8, and in particular F. J. 
Délger’s exhaustive study in Die Sonne der Gerechtichkeit und der 
Schwarze, Minster, 1919, and Sol salutis, Miinster, 1920. 
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THE FAMILY OF JESUS, ANI) THE CIRCUMSTAN 
OF HIS BIRTI 





Tue RELATIVES oF JESUS: MARY AND JosErit 


E shall not stop to discuss the wonders with which the 
editors of Matthew and Luke have thought (it to adorn 

their accounts of the Nativity... The appearance of the miracu- 
lous star, the visit of the Magi, the flight into Kgypt and the 
massacre of the Innocents, on the one hand; the birth in the 
stable, the announcement of the glad tidings to the shepherds, 
the presentation in the Temple, on the other, form two groups 
of incidents which it is futile to endeavour to blend into one, 
and still more futile to attempt to conneet with history. They 
are sheer hagiography. The editors have sought to make up 
for their lack of knowledge by moving but fictitious narratives, 
founded either upon supposedly prophctic writings, or upon 
popularized myths or folk tales.2?. The Apoeryphal gospels 
supplementing and elaborating these edifying tales increased 
their improbahilities,* but did not alter their essential nature, 
which by the deliberate intent of their authors sect them out- 
side the sphere of verifiable and probable events. Such is the 
fundamental character of the miraculous clement in hagio- 
graphy, a fact which it would be rash and ingenuous to forget. 
The question of the parents of Jesus cannot be so casily 
dismissed.* The oldest tradition believed, probably rightly, 
that the mother of the Master was called AMfariam. The name 
of his father was) Joseph, according to the legends at the 





1 A brief study of the question will be found in CCVIH, 43,.; and 

a bibliography in the same work, 132. Add also XXIV, i, 527. and 
175 ., both of which are of the greatest interest. 

* XXIV, i, 527., ably characterizes these legendary accounts. 

S 74-82; CXXXII, 63-76. 

“Von Soden, Genealogies of Jesus in EB, the general lives of Jesus 
and the commentaries on Matthew and Luke; CCVIM, ch. iii. Cf. 
CLVI-a, ch. ix, pp. 8257. 
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beginning of Matthew and Luke, and two passages in John (i. 45 
and vi. 42). But this evidence is not in itself conclusive, and 
it is not confirmed by Mark, who makes no mention of Joseph. 
The tradition reflected in the Second Gospel thus appears to 
have had no interest in the father of Jesus, and it has been 
suggested, as a means of obviating this difficulty, that he was 
dead when his son began his preaching. Eduard Meyer justi- 
fiably questions whether we can regard the name of Joseph as 
authentic,! and his answer, which cannot be gainsaid, is that 
we have no means of deciding the point. Everyone today 
knows that Joseph was a carpenter, but it may well be that 
the ancicnt Christians were less sure of the fact than we. In 
Mark vi. 3 the people of Nazareth, amazed at the wisdom 
displayed by Jesus, exclaim: ‘Is not this the carpenter, the 
son of Mary?'’ Matthew and Luke have both altered this 
passage. The former (xiii. 55) substitutes: “Is not this the 
son of the carpenter ?"’; and the latter (iv. 22): ‘Is not this 
the son of Joseph?” It is our opinion that the three cditors 
all had hefore them an original text of Mark which actually 
read “the son of the carpenter.” In Aramaic, however, the 
expression “the son of the carpenter”? means “a carpenter," 
just as “a son of man” is another way of saying ‘ta man.” 
Accordingly, our Mark has correctly translated it as ‘the 
carpenter ”’ ; Matthew has failed to understand, and has simply 
transcribed the expression as it stands; Luke, also failing to 
understand, has tried to improve it by specifying the person 
meant by “the carpenter.” 

Whether the father of Jesus was called Joseph or not, and 
whether or not he was a carpenter or joiner, are, however, 
matters of small importance. The impression conveyed, and 
on which we may rely, is that he was a man of humble station, 
earning his bread by the labour of his hands. We have no 
means of ascertaining anything more about him, and the details 
of his biography and character given by the Apocrypha are 
completely untrustworthy.® As to his ancestors, we are entirely 
ignorant, and the two gospel editors who have professed to 
trace his descent from David are not cven in agreement about 
the name of his father, one giving it as Jacob (Matt. i. 16), 
and the other as Heli (Luke tii. 28). 

We are little better informed regarding Mary.’ What 









+ XXIV, i, 72. 

* Cheyne, Joseph in N.T., in EB, para, 2-10; CXLI, 4-8.—For 
the Catholic point of view see Sonvay, Joseph (Saint), in CE, viii, 504-6. 

* P, Schmiedel, Mary, in EB; CCXX; CCLXIX.—For the Catholic 
point of view, A.J. Maas, Virgin Mary, in CE, xv, 4047. 
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the Synoptics say about her is insignificant, and the contra- 
dictory fantasies of the Apocrypha * are worthless, execpt to 
convince us that the primitive tradition, having no reason to 
be interested in the mother of Jesus in herself, had amassed 
no accurate and trustworthy information concerning her. Ter 
lineage is completely unknown. Some commentators have 
maintained that Luke connected her, as he did Joseph himself, 
with the house of David.?| We shoukl say, on the contrary, 
that, in representing her as a relative of Elizabeth, whom he 
makes a descendant of Aaron, he affilintes her with the family 
of Aaron. In any case, since the whole of the Lucan legend 
regarding the relationships of the Forerunner and of Jesus can- 
not possibly be based upon any authentic tradition, we have 
no choice but to give up even that shred of information con- 
cerning the ancestors of Mary. Nor do we know what became 
of her after the death of Jesus. In this comple’ mence of 
any genuine tradition, the imagination of the hagiographers 
had full scope to indulge in the most affecting or the s 

fabrications, according to their degree of literary skill 
only passage in our Synopties which might recall a real incident 
with regard to the mother of Jesus, is that whieh shows her, 
incapable as she is of understanding her son, attempting to 
get him away from his disciples to take him home (Mark iii. 


















wz in the fact. that the gospel tradi- 
tion leaves us in ignorance concerning the parents of Christ, 
for even if, as is possible, the original disciples had possessed 
accurate and more or less detailed information about them, 
there would have been no reason for transt ye it to the 
second generation of Christians. Almost immediately after the 
Crucifixion, was begun that Jabour of faith which, absorbed in 
elevating Jesus more and more above humanity, must neces- 
sarily have contemned everything that tended in the opposite 
dircetion. Too many details about bis carthly family, and its 
actual status, which was certainly not too distinguished, could 
not fail, at that time, to be very embarrassing. When Paul 
announces that he is interested only in “the erncified and 
lorified Christ,” 4 he gives the exact formula for the trans- 
formation of the life of Jesus in the minds of the earliest genera- 




















1 Schmiedel, Mary, § 21; CXLI, 8-21. 

1B. Weiss, in LIX (1901), on Suke i. 27; CIX, 21. 

* Epiphanius, Haeres., 78, especially 31, 32, and 24, gives evidence 
that this creation of legends had not yet ceased in the fourth century. 
Cf. COLXXXMI-a, 570 ff. and 689 ff. 

“1 Cor, i, 18, 28-4; ii. 2. 
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tions of Christians. At the same time, he reveals the secret 
of the rapidity with which authentic recollections concerning 
the family of the Nazarene and his life prior to his baptism 
were obliterated. 

The glorious legend which was thus substituted for a humble 
reality is very old, because the reason for the substitution is 
also very old. From the moment his followers believed that 
Jesus was the Messiah foretold by the Prophets, the trans- 
formation of his life into myth began, and procecded apace, 

The legend in its growth has left in the text of our Synoptics 
traces of at Icast three of its stages, or, if the evidence of Acts 
be included, we may say, four: 

(1) It was the belief in the resurrection which probably 
established, or at least defined, as we shall see later, the faith 
in the Messiahship of Jesus. The Apostles, having witnessed 
the Resurrection, realized that he had been glorified by God, 
and no longer doubted that he was ‘ the one who was to come,” 
These beliefs, together with their scriptural justification, that 
is to say, accompanied by the prophccics which were supposed 
to confirm them, appear in the two discourses attributed to 
Peter in Acts ii. 22 ff, and iv. 8 ff.1 Such an idea was not 
hy any means inconsistent with the phenomena of a compictcly 
human existence, and it presented itself as one which could be 
accepted by men who had actually lived on familiar terms with 
the Master, But it was not designed to satisfy for long the grow- 
ing faith of men who believed in Jesus without having seen him. 

(2) In the account in Luke of the event of the Baptism, 
we read (iii. 22): ‘The Holy Ghost descended in bodily 
form, in the shape of a dove, upon him, and a voice came from 
heaven (saying): Thou art my beloved son; in thee I am well 
pleased.”” The most authoritative manuscript of the Western 
text, codex D, gives here the variant, borrowed from Psalm 
ii. 7: ‘* This day have I begotten thee ” (éy@ orjuegov yeyévonxd 
oe). This is certainly earlier than the accepted reading, for 
it exhibits the belief that God adopted Jesus as his son on the 
day of the Baptism. Thus, the whole life of the Lord, or at 
least his public carecr, is included in the Messianic period of 
his existence, but his birth, according to the rabbinical con- 
ception, remains that of a man amongst men, and a man of 





» These two discourses are undoubtedly spurious, but there is ove 
i 





Cf. Acts xiii. 88, in which it is stated that God has raised Jesus “ accord- 
ing as it is written in the second psalm : Thou art my son, this day have 
I begotten thee.” 
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humble status... It was not long before the progress of the 
faith made intolerable to the “ brethren ” these prosaic ideas 
of an insensitive Judaism, and they substituted for them beliefs 
more worthy of their object. 

(8) The first and third Gospels both contain genealogies of 
Jesus connecting him with King David. ‘The belief that the 
Blessed of Jahweh, the Messiah, would belong to the race of 
the old national king was widespread in Israel towards the 
beginning of our cra. It is possible that the current identi- 
fication of “ Messiah’ and ‘Son of David” was not taken 
literally in the Pharisaic schools, but amongst the people it 
probably was, and in our Gospels it unquestionably is. From 
the moment when Jesus came to be regarded by his disciples 
as the Messiah, it thus became necessary for him to be deseended 
from David. The parentage of the humble Galilean workman 
had to go back in a direct line 10 the king chosen of old by 
Jahweh.? There was no question of finding out if such a 
relationship could be proved, or even made to appear plausible. 
Hagiography docs not trouble itself with such details and 
scruples. The point was to show that the announcement of 
(&d) the Prophets had not been fulse. A hagiographer had 
no need of any other evidence than that of the Prophets them- 
selves to be convinced that Jesus was a member of the house 
of David, and to realize his own duty, which was to embody 
this truth in concrete form that it might convinee the sceptical. 

The genealogies of Matthew and Luke represent two of these 
fulfilments of prophecy, and there may possibly have been 
others in circulation, contradictory no doubt, like the two which 
remain to us. But it would show lack of intelligence to apply 
critical methods to these reconstructions arising from credal or 
apologetic necessities, and directed solely towards edification, 

A moment's scrutiny of the genealogy of Matthew i. 1-17 
will reveal its artificiality ; in fact, it is naively admitted in 
the last verse: 

“So all the generations from Abraham unto David are fourteen 
generations, and from David unto the exile into Huby! fourteen 
generations, and from the exile into Babylon unto Christ, fourteen 
generations.” 














In other words, for reasons unknown to us, but probably con- 
nected with the symbolism of numbers,‘ or with the desire for 


* COXVIL, 228. 41], 446, and CCXVIL, 2169. 

* XXIV, i, Gi, justly observes that the Davidie descent is, under 
the circumstances, simply a “ religious postulate.” 

* XCIX, 151, gives the principal explanations that have been sug- 
gested. CY. CH, 2. 
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that equality of parts which the Orientals of those days regarded 
as a form of perfection, the genealogist, taking the pattern of 
his work, and the names on which he has mainly relied, from 
the Bible, has constructed a framework which has no historical 
basis and then filled it in as he thought fit. The proof is, that 
his second series, the one commencing with ‘‘ David begat 
Solomon,” and comprising the kings of Judah, has skipped 
four names. In verse 8, instead of ‘‘ Joram begat Uzziah,"’ 
we should have “ Joram begat Ahaziah; Ahaziah begat Joash ; 
Joash begat Amaziah; Amaziah begat Uzziah.” That is to 
say, Joram was not the father of Uzziah, as the genealogist 
would have us believe, but his great-great-grandfather. Fur- 
ther, in verse 11 we find: ‘ Josiah begat Jechoniah and his 
brethren in the exile to Babylon,” that is, “ at the time of the 
exile.” In reality, Josiah had been dead for over twenty years 
“at the time of the exile,” and he did not beget Jechoniah, 
who was his grandson. It is not a case of accidental forget- 
fulness or casual inaccuracy ; the redactor has simply cut out 
anything that interfered with the regular pattern of the sym- 
bolie structure by which he professed to prove that Jesus had 
fulfilled the divine promiscs made to his ancestor Abraham, 
and had accomplished the sacred destiny of the racc of David. 
The prosaic facts of history mattered nothing to him. 

The editor of Luke was equally indifferent to them. His 
genealogy, which is found in iii, 28-88, is in reverse order. It 
starts with Jesus and goes right back, through David and Abra- 
ham, to Adam " (son) of God,”’ comprising seventy-seven namcs, 
with God at one end and Jesus at the other. This figure also 
seems to reflect an interest in numerical symbolism.* The 
names, from Adam to Abraham, have been taken from the 
Greek Bible, as is proved by the mention of Cainan (iii. 36), 
who docs not appear in the Hebrew text. From Abraham to 
David, Lukc’s list, still taken from the Bible, coincides exactly 
with Matthew’s, but after David, instead of continuing the 
descent through Solomon, it takes it through Nathan, another 
son of David, whose name is given in 2 Samuel v, 14, and is, 
incidentally, the only thing we know about him. Beginning 
with Nathan, Luke diverges from Matthew, only temporarily 

1 Cf. Gen. v.11: “ This is the book of the generation of men.” The 
names come from 1 Chron. i. 84; if, 1-5; iii, 17; iii, 19; Esdras iii, 2, 
With the exception of Zerubbabel and Salathiel those of the third series 
sre completely unknown to us and we do not know whence they were 
taken. 

"The Messianic number, which is 7, must be the basis of this figure, 
which is probably to be interpreted as seven times eleven, or seven 
times ten plus seven, 
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rejoining him with the two names, Salathicl and Zerubbabel, 
and then pursuing his own course again down to Joseph. From 
Jesus to Abraham, Luke enumerates fifty-six generations, while 
Matthew gives only forty.' In going back to Adam, the genea- 
Jogist of Luke appears to have intended to signify the univer- 
sality of salvation, and hy this, no less than by his use of the 
Greek Bible, he reveals his Hellenic origin. Tt is hardly neces- 
sary to add that we do not know where he, any more than 
Matthew, got the names which form his list after Nathan. But 
it is quite comprehensible why neither of them could leave 
out Salathiel and Zerubbabel, names which were indissulubly 
associated with the Return. 

By slightly different means, or, rather, with slightly different 
materials, the two editors have succeeded in realizing the same 
purpose, namely, to vindicate the Messianic status of J 
proving that he was a member of the house of Da 

The belicf in this Wustrious descent is unquestionably 
old,? since Paul already knew and acecpted it (Rom. i. 8, 
the seed of David according to the flesh’), but that is no 
reason for belicving, without further investigation, that it was 
correct. There are still crities, even open-minded ones, who 
accept the po: ty of its being so,? but we cannot share their 
opinion. The Davidie descent of Jesus is impugned, to begin 
with, by the mere fact that it was necessary, an inevitable 
corollary of the announcement of the Messianic status of the 
Nazarene. But there is a more serious argument against it. 
The Ebionim, the descendants of the ancient. Judao-Christiat 
apparently rejected the gencalogics,* and their opinion appears 
to be justified by the oldest tradition. In the Synoptic narra- 
tive Jesus never boasts of his ancestor David, nor do his disciples 
appear to have regarded him as a descendant of the great king. 
Neither the appeal of the blind man of Jericho: “Son of 
David, Jesus, have mercy upon me” (Mark x. $7), nur the 
Messianic acclamation on the entry into Jerusalem: “ Blessed 
be he that cometh in the name of the Lord. Blessed be the 
kingdom that cometh, of our fathcr David "* (Mark xi. 9 10), 
can have the least weight against this double silence of Jesus 
and his companions. The blind man is supposed to divine that 

+The list of Matthew, which ought to amount to forty-two namen 
(14 x 8), actually comprises only forty. The fifty-six generation of 
Luke are not found in all the manuscripts, Nothi 
than for a copyist to make a mistake, cither of repetition or omission, 
in reproducing this long string of proper names. Sce CCVIIL, 104, n. 14, 
for the principal variants. 

* Cf. CLV, 1079. * CCXXXIL, 17. 

* Epiphanius, Haer., 80, 14. 
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the prophet passing by is the Messiah, and it is Ais name he 
bestows upon Jesus in calling him “ Son of David.” To bless 
the “‘ kingdom of David,” on the other hand, is simply to hail 
the dawn of the Messianic day.* 

Another, and even more important objection, is that the 
author of the fourth Gospel, who could not have been ignorant 
of the belief in the Davidie descent, does not accept it? In 
the seventh chapter of John, after one of the Master’s sermons, 
the listeners exchange | admiring exclamations: “This is a 
prophet,”’ say some; ‘‘ This is the Christ,” say others, going 
further, to which the objection is made: 


“ Rut can the Christ come out of Galilee? Hath not the Scrip- 
ture wuid that Christ cometh of the race of David, and out of the 
village of Bethlehem whence David came ?” (vii. 40-2). 


The fact that the writer of the Gospel does not refute the 
objection by declaring that Jesus was born at Bethlehem and 
deseended from David, proves that he did not think cither of 
these things to be true; they were not belicved in his circle. 
In his opinion Christ was much more than the son of David, 
he was his Lord.? The same impression is conveyed by John 
viii, 12-14: 

“Then spake Jesus again unto them, sayit ‘1 am the light 
of the world. , . .' The Pharisees therefore said unto him: * Thou 
Dearest witness unto thyself; thy witness is not true.’ Jesus 
answered and said unto them: ‘ Though I bear witness to myself, 
my witness ix true, for I know whence I come and whither I go. 
But ye do not know whence I come nor whither I go.’ ” 








This shows that Jesus, or rather, the writer of the Gospel, 
scorned the answer, which the Pharisecs would not have 
accepted, certainly, without proof, but which would have 
impressed them at once: “I am the son of David.” 
Enough has been said to prove that the belief in the Davidic 
descent of Jesus found acceptance only amongst the carliest 
Christians, and the point need not be emphasized further. Let 
us now turn to the genealogies and try to evaluate their evidence. 


? (XCM, 4, points out that in Mark xi, 9, Jesus is not explicitly 
called the Son of David, but only ¢ éexdperoc—" he that is to come,” 
that is to say, the Messiah, 

1 XXIV, i, 63. 

* CXXVI', 274 7.—The belief that Christ is the Lord of David 
ia easily derived from Ps. cx. 1: “The Lord said unto my Lord: Sit 
thou et my right hand.” The first Lord ia Jahweb, the second {s 
Christ, and it is David who is supposed to speak. CY. Mark xii. 85-7, 
which gives the same impression as our Johannine texts, although due 
reservation must be made as to the genuineness of this strange outburst 
of Jesus. Cf. GLXIL, 439. 
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If, as has been suggested, the two editors had gone to the 
public archives for their lists, they would have been the same, 
or at least, making duc allowance for carelessness and error, 
approximately the same. But they are not only at variance, 
they are irreconcilable. From David to Jesus, Luke gives 
forty-two names and Matthew only twenty-six, a difference of 
sixteen generations, which, in terms of time, allowing an average 
duration for cach, amounts to fully four centuries. Either 
Luke, that is, is four centuries too long, or Matthew four cen- 
turies too short, a divergence which the most generous allow- 
ances cannot succced in reducing to any perceptible extent. 
To this first difficulty is added another, if possible even more 
formidable, in the fact that the two gencalogies, although 
following different lines of descent from David, both end with 
Joseph. 

The traditional answer } to these objections is that one of 
the two lists gives the actual members of the line of descent, 
the other the putative members, arrived at by the operation 
of the levirate, as was called the custom which decreed that 
if a man died without issuc, his nearest relative should marry 
his widow and endow him with the posterity which he himself 
had not been able to provide.’ The difficulty is, that in this 
ease we should have to suppose that, between David und 
Joseph, the levirate affected all the generations except the two, 
represented by Salathiel and Zerubbabel, whieh are common to 
the two lists. This implies that the generations sprang from 
Solomon became as a result of the levirate and second mar- 
riages,? somehow intermingled with those sprang from Nathan, 
which is improbable, not to say absurd. The complications 
may, indced, be reduced a little, but only at the cost of further 
completely hypothetical assumptions. Julius Africanus, who, 
if he did not originate the explanation in question, at least. 
disseminated it, admits that it is without proof (dzdytugos) 
but says that it is the most satisfactory onc he knows of, and 
is supposed to go back to the “dominicals,”” or relatives of 
Jesus, who apparently claimed that it was founded on family 
recollections. They accounted for their inability to produce 
records, by the assertion that Herod had malevolently destroyed 
them. It is difficult to have any confidence in such evidence, 
which could, at best, come only from the descendants of cousins 
of Jesus, who no longer had any definite information about 
their lineage, and who were, moreover, bound to believe that 

> COVELL, 92 7. 
* See the law of the levirate, in Deut. xxv. 5-10. 
* Julius Africanus, ap. Eusebius, #.£., 1, 7, 4. 
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it was Davidic for the very reason that it was that of the 
Messiah, “the son of David.” 

At a much later epoch,? a very different explanation was 
devised to reconcile the two genealogics. It was maintained 
that that of Matthew applied to Joseph, and that of Luke to 
Mary. This theory is exposed to numerous objections, of which 
we shall note only two, which seem to us conclusive: (1) The 
Jews did not admit the transmission of birthright by the 
mother, “It was not the custom of the Scriptures,” as Saint 
Jerome justly remarks, “to count women in their genealogies.” 
Hence the genealogy of Mary could be of no use for the pur- 
pose of proving that her son was descended from David. (2) 
It is Joseph, and not Mary, whose descent the gencalogist of 
Luke professes to trace, inasmuch as even our present text 
reads ; “t And Jesus himself, at this beginning, was about thirty 
ycars old, being the son, as was supposed, of Joseph, (son) of 
Heli, ete.” (iii. 28). Morcover, in i. 27, and ii. 4, it is Joseph, 
and not Mary, whom Luke makes a desecndant of David.* 
Mary, as has already been pointed out, is, as far as Luke is 
concerned, a member of the house of Aaron, 

Neither of these two professed explanations is valid. The 
two genealogies remain contradictory, resembling each other 
only in their common object of proving that Jesus is in fact 
the “son of David” expected by Isracl, and in their equal 
indifference to historical truth and to probability, It is signi- 
ficant that we find in the texts no indication that the Messiah- 
ship of Jesus was ever deduced from his Davidie descent. The 
process was just the reverse ; the Christians first believed that 
he was the Messiah, and then inferred that he was descended 
from David.® 

(+) The belief in the virgin birth represents a new and 
culminating stage of the Messianic faith, only to be superseded 
by the Pauline and Johannine doctrine of the Incarnation. 

The selection of Jesus for his sacred mission is now taken 
back to his conception, or, more accurately, for the idea of 
selection is substituted that of rigid predestination. The child 
is conceived at the express command of God in order to be “ the 





4 At the end of the fifteenth century, if it really was, as is supposed, 
Annius of Viterbo who was the author of this explanation, 
* Luke i. 27 and 28: “Now . . . the angel Gabriel was sent from 
. + » to8 virgin espoused to s man called Joseph, of the house of David.” 
ii, 4: “And Joseph also went up from Galilce . . . unto the city of 
David . . . because he was of the house and lineage of David.” 

* CI, i, 816; CXCUL, 4; CLEXXXIL, i, 164; CLXXX,i, 4; XCIx, 
153. 
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one who is to come,” and for this purpose the Virgin Mary is 
impregnated by the Holy Ghost. 


u 


How Matruew anv LUKE reEcoNctLE THE Davintc Descent 
with THE Vircin Breit 


It is somewhat surprising to discover that the two Gospels 
which relate this miracle are the very ones which contain the 
Davidie genealogies. Why should they have tuken so much 
trouble to connect Joseph with David, if Jesus was not the 
son of Joseph? It scems probuble that the comparatively late 
redactors whose work has come down to us, felt that they could 
not discard a statement which contruversy with the Jews had 
no doubt caused to become very deeply rooted in Christian 
apologetics. Possibly, too, they thought that the Davidie 
deseent of the “* fo: father ” of the Lord was a strong factor 
in preserving the faith of the people! In the course of time, 
however, copyists, less casily satisfied, begun to be somewhat 
disturbed by the very obvious contradiction between the cun- 
clusion of the gencalogi ‘ph begat Jesus,” and the story 
of the Virgin Birth, which was definitely intended to sunul the 
paternity of Joseph. Accordingly, they made some very 
iNuminating alterations in the text? The original reading of 
the genealogy of Matthew undoubtedly concluded with the 
attribution to Joseph of the procreation of Jesus. Our certainty 
of this is confirmed by a text of Epiphanius,* which informs 
us that the hercties of the sccond century, such as Cerinthus 
and Carpocrates, made the gencalogy of Matthew the basis of 
their claim that Jesus was in reality the son of Joseph and 
Mary (é onéouatog "Iwory xae Mayiug). Kuscbius attributes 
the same opinion, and the same defence of it, to the Ebionite 
Symmachus.‘ Our accepted text of Matthew i. 16, however, 
employs the following form of expression: “ And Jacob begut 
Joseph, the husband of Mary, and of her was born Jesus called 
the Christ.” In other words, the cditor means to imply that 
Joseph was only the apparent father of the child of his wife 
Mary, and he has, in fact, wiped out with one word ull the 
work of the genealogist. In all probability this obvious emen- 





















1 This is the explanation already given by Origen, In Kom. 
and generally accepted. Cf. CIM, i, 317; XCIX, 256; XLIV, 139, 
+'For the details see Schmiedel, Mary, § 14; CCVIIL, #7 J. 

* Haer., 80, 16. * Eusebius, H.E., 6, 17. 
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dation was not the first. Two manuscripts! read: ‘“ And 
Jacob begat Joseph; and Joseph, to whom was married the 
Virgin Mary, begat Jesus,” which is probably an earlier form 
than our own, in which the editor has simply interpolated, as 
a kind of supplement, the assertion of the Virgin Birth. This 
peculiar combination is even more naively and awkwardly 
exhibited in the following reading : * “ Jacob begat Joseph, the 
husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus called the Christ, 
and Joseph begat Jesus called the Christ.” 

In the case of the text of Luke, we have been less fortunate, 
and the manuscripts do not permit us to trace the manner in 
which it has been altered. But that it has been, is self-evident, 
and sufliciently proved by the reading of iii. 28; “ Jesus... 
being the son, as was supposed (&¢ évopuitero) of Joseph.” The 
words “us was supposed’? betray an alteration designed, as 
Loisy justly observes,* “to abrogate the idea of natural son- 
ship which the text of this passage originally suggested.” The 
belief in the Virgin Birth is thus unquestionably later than the 
desire to establish the Davidie descent of Jesus, as Messiah. 

The assertion of the Virgin Birth came, in time, to occupy 
the ecntral position in Christian apologetic, as forming the 
great proof of the divine origin of Jesus. It afforded, at the 
same time, the point of departure for the multifarious ideas 
and speculations out of which, in the course of the centuries, 
has grown the majestic structure of the cult of Mary. This 
result certainly far outran the purpose of those hagiographers 
who thus transposed, for the benefit of their creed, a myth 
that was generally current in their environment. Their inten- 
tion was only to provide a conclusive argument in their con- 
troversy with the secptical Jews, though perhaps also, in 
matcrializing their own conception of the relation between 
Christ and God the Father, they were instinctively seeking to 
invest their Lord with the same supreme privilege possessed, 
according to the belief of their own adherents, by all the other 
Lords and Saviours renowned throughout the Hellenistic 
Orient. Their accounts, which are obviously outside the realm 
of history, would not be worth pausing over, if we were only 
conccrned with their intentions. But the serious consequences 
of these accounts make it necessary for us to explain their 
character and define their origin.* 

The Sinaitic Syriac and a manuscript discovered by Conybeare 
in the Vatican. 

‘From the Dialogue of Timothy and Aguila, published by Cony- 
beare in 1898, p. 16. 

* OIL, i, 827; LXVI, 234; XLI, 224. 

“For the details and bibliosropey see COVIIL, iv and 196, 
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The first point to be established is that the Virgin Birth 
of Mary, which is definitely asserted in Matthew i. 18-25, and 
Luke i. 5-80, finds no echo in any other part of the New 
Testament. It has becn maintained that this is not so, and 
no ingenuity has been spared to prove it. but it is a vain task. 
There arc limits to the forecd interpretation of texts. Mark 
has been cited, for instance, as a witness to the virginity of 
Mary, on the strength of i, 1: “ The beginning of the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ, the son of God"; and vi. 3: “Is not this 
the carpenter, the son of Mary?” If Jesus is the son of God, 
it is argued, he is not the son of Joseph, and the insistence 
upon his mother to the exclusion of his father, further proves 
that, on the human side, his mother alone was concerned in 
his birth. Unfortunately for this reasoning, the following 
points must be taken into accou (1) The words, “ the son 
of God,” in the first verse of Mark, cannot possibly have be- 
longed to the original version of the text. Almost all the great 
existing versions give them, it is true, but as is well known, 
these are far from being original. Morcover, the Sinaitie 
Syriac, which is of great authority, and the carly patristic 
tradition represented by Irenwus and Origen, followed by Basil 
and Jcrome, omit the words: “vind (roi) Brot." The 
addition must have becn made as a counterpart to the avowal 
of the centurion in xv. 89: “Truly this man was a son of 
God" (tis Osot Fr). (2) In any case, the expression “son 
of God "’ is in all probability to be interpreted in a metaphysical 
and not a physical sense. (3) The phrase “son of Mary" is 
very naturally explained by the fact that Joseph may have 
been dead at the time when these people of Nazarcth are sup- 
posed to have significantly designated Jesus by the name of 
his mother. Nothing in all the rest of Mark gives the slightest 
support to the interpretation which it is sought to impose upon 
the two passages in question. Therefore, since it is difficult 
to believe that the editor of our Mark did not know the story 
of the Virgin Birth, we must suppose that he did not accept 
it, otherwise there would be no reason for his not having sitnply 
added it to his Gospel. There are still traces which show that 
in Urmarcus, it was not at the moment of the cone«ption of 
Jesus, but at that of his baptism, that the Holy Spirit entered 
his humanity. 

John sets forth a similar but far more exalted conception. 
His point of view was entirely different from that of Matthew 
and Luke, hence, save for the object of conforming to historical 
reality, if that were in question, there was no reason why he 
should adhere to their account of the birth of Jesus. The two 
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Synoptists attempt to prove that a child was specially created 
by God to be his Messiah, and that this was accomplished by 
, the miraculousness of which is of itself an infallible 
“ sign.’ John, on the other hand, believed that Jesus was the 
incarnation of the logos, co-eternal with God, which is a very 
different thing. From this point of view, Christ is not human 
at all. He is dependent upon neither an carthly father nor an 
earthly mother, which is the exact meaning of i. 13, if the read- 
ing of Tertullian be acecpted as original ; “ It was not of blood, 
nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God 
that he was born.”’? To cite this passage in favour of the 
Virgin Birth, is grossly to misconstrue it. The incarnation of 
the logos in Jesus does not imply that the man Jesus was exempt 
from the laws of human generation, for it was at the Baptism, 
according to John, that the logos deseended into him. John 
thus clevates the idea of Mark, but he preserves its framework, 
and, if we may so put it, all its external garb. Accordingly, 
he never misses an opportunity of stating that Jesus is “the 
son of Joseph," * Far from supporting the legend of Matthew 
and Luke, he definitely opposes it. 

We have spoken of John in this place in order to keep the 
four Gospels together, but in reality, between the Palestinian 
tradition which Matthew, Mark and Luke are supposed sub- 
stantially to reflect, and the Fourth Gospel, come the Epistles 
of Paul, which were written during the lifetime of the apostolic 
generation, in contact with men who, having known Jesus and 
his family, could at least testify to what was said in the Master's 
own ¢ oncerning the conditions of his birth. There is not 
the smallest reference, in the letters of the Apostle, to the 
Virgin Birth. What we find there is a doctrine of the inearna- 
tion of the Holy Spirit, less definite, certainly, than that of the 
incarnation of the logos in John, but as it were, anticipatory, 
and preparatory of it.“ The Lord is the Spirit” (6 48 xtguos 
16 metina tow), declares 2 Corinthians iii. 17. Paul's actual 
belief is that Christ, the divine instrument in the work of 
creation, and in that of the reconciliation of men with the 
Father, pre-existed with God before time was,* but his incarna- 
tion in the human person of Jesus did not in any way exclude 
the natural and usual conditions of his birth “ according to 

+ De carne Christi, 19: Non ex sanguine, non ex voluntate carnis, 
wer ex voluntate viri, sed ex Deo natua est. The textus receptus alters 
this to a reference to the Christians, those who became sons of God 
by following the Christ, but there is every reason for belicving the 
reading of Tertullian to be the oldest. 

1 Cf. John i, 43; vi. 42; vii. 3-5. 

"1 Cor, vill. 6; 2 Cor. i. 9; Gal. iv. 4; Col. i. 159. 
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the flesh.” Paul would assuredly not have encumbered him- 
self with his doctrine of the divine Adam, coming to redeem 
humanity, if he had believed that the Lord was conceived by 
Mary “of the Spirit.” In Galatians iv. 4 he writes: 








“When the fulness of the time was come, God sent his son, 
born of a woman (jerdueror éx yeruud:) born under the Law, to 
redeem all those that were under the Law." 





If this verse is read without forcing its meaning, it will appear 
to indicate the normal birth of a Jewish child. It is perfectly 
clear that if the Apostle had believed in the Virgin Birth of 
the child, he would have written, “ God sent his son, born of 
a virgin” (yevdpevov ex supSévor), instead of “born of a 
woman ” (é yoraxd:).! On the other hand, he appears to 
have believed in the Davidie descent of Jesus,? and hence in 
his human generation. Finally, the prologue of Romans states 
that Jesus Christ, our Lord, * born of the seed of David accord- 
ing to the flesh . . . bas been proved to be the Son of God, it 
power, according to fhe spirit of holiness, by his resurrection 
from the dead.” This simple scntence takes us back, appar: 
ently, at least, to the Christological point of view already found 
in Acts, in which the Messianie exaltation of Jesus still dates 
from the Resurrection. 

Moreover, the gospel narrative in the Synopties thensnelyves. 
knows nothing of the Virgin Birth, That is fe say that, 
omitting the two supplementary sources of Matthew and Luke, 
and confining ourselves to the account whose limits and general 
development are dictated by Mark, we shall find that not one 
of the incidents contained in it, in any of our three texts, 
alludes, cven indircetly, to this outstanding miracle. If Jesus 
can say, in speaking of Mary, * Who is my mother 1"; if his 
mother and his own brothers attempt to dissuade him from 
his mission ; it is because neither he, nor she, nor they, know 
anything of his conception by the Holy Ghost.2 Otherwise the 
narrative would involve us in the greatest improbabilities and 
embarrassments. It is, moreover, worthy of note that the text 
of our Luke, on careful examination, reveals two editorial strata, 
In one (verses 26-33 and 36) there is no question of the Virgin 
Birth. The angel announces to Mary the birth of a son who 
will be the Messiah, the son of David, and he gives her as a 

11t is perhaps worth remarking that this expression “ born of 6 
woman,” is not peculiar to Paul. It is the usual way of describing 
normal human birth. Cf. Matt. xi. 2 . 13 “Man that is 
born of a woman is of a short life.” 4 Esdras vi. 6; vii. 46; viii. 85, ete. 

"Rom. i. 8; “Of the seed of David according to the flesh.” 

* Mark iii. 81-5; Matt. xii. 46-30; Luke viii. 10-21. 
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“sign” the fact that Elizabeth, although old and barren, is 
xth month of pregnancy. Verses 34-5 form a clear 
mn, which introduces the announcement of the Virgin 
Birth (‘* The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee *), and, follow- 
ing upon it, that of the divine paternity of Jesus (“And he 
shall be called the Son of God"), which is an entirely different 
thing from the Messianic “ election” previously spoken of.* 

The other writings of the New Testament which happen to 
allude to the birth of Jesus, show that they believe him to be 
a descendant of David, that is to say, born according to the 
Jaws of nature.? 

Finally, the men who adhered to at least a portion of the 
original tradition long cnough to be regarded as heretics in 
the second century, namely, the Ebionites, rejected the doc- 
trine of the Virgin Birth. The evidence of both Justin and 
Kpiphanius is explicit on this point.4 

The documents and the facts thus confirm the conclusion 
already dictated by the logic of the development of primitive 
Christology, namely, that the doctrine of the Virgin Birth 
tepresents a secondary developmcnt of the faith in Christ Jesus, 
The Pauline doctrine of pre-cxistence springs from the same 
purpose and desire, but it takes a different form, Logically, 
the two conceptions are mutually exclusive and cannot be held 
simultancously, 

Jt has been asked how the idea of this particular develop- 
ment could have arisen.4 To the men of the period which 
produced it, certainly no violation of the laws of nature would 
he ineredible a priori, for miracles were the familiar stock-in- 
trade of all magic, The production of a child by a virgin was 
ho more improbable than the rising of a corpse from its tomb. 
Nevertheless, it is reasonable to suppose that, for the Virgin 
Hirth to have had any hope of being accepted as proof in any 
community, the way must have been to some extent prepared 
for it by the influence of more or less similar beliefs. 

In our opinion, Palestine could not have offered this neces- 
sary favourable environment. It is, indeed. casy to show that 
the old Semitic religions were familiar with the myth of the 
Mother-Goddess, including the representation of her as the 
Virgin-Goddess, and even with that of the virgin birth of the 
king. the son of God and the Saviour of his people.’ But, apart 

















> COVIII, 108 7. 

*¢f. 2 Tim. ii. 8; Heb. vii, 14; Rev. v. 5; xxii. 16. 
* Justin, 48, 4; Epiphanius, Haer., $0, 14, 

; CCVIn, 
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from the fact that the virginity of Ishtar is not to be taken 
literally, and that, likewise, the ostensible virginity of the 
human mother of the king probably merely means that her 
son was mysteriously begotten by a god, without her human 
husband having any part in the affair.’ no trace of any of these 
ideas seems to be left in Israel at the beginning of our era, 
The Jews certainly believed that the birth of a child destined 
for the work of God, might be marked by wonderful signs, for 
instance that this child might be conccived, against all expecta- 
tion, by a barren woman ; * but they do not appear to have 
thought that the woman could still remain a virgin in the act 
of conception. In particular, there is no indication of their 
ever having held the belief that the Messiah would be born of 
a virgin. It has sometimes been maintained that, if they had 
not all attained to this conception, some of them, at least, came 
very close to it, if only in metaphor, for instance, in speaking 
of the Virgin, daughter of Sion and mother of the Messiah ; it 
has also been asserted that such an idea “ would tend to be 
realized as soon as the Messianic faith was concentrated upon 
@ particular individual.” however, is only theory based 
upon a dubious possibility.* In reality, there is not one scrap 
of documentary evidence for any expectation in Isracl that the 
birth of the Messiah would be signatized by such a miracle, 
and one text, at least, declares that there was no such expecta- 
tion. Justin puts into the mouth of the Jew, Tryphon, the 
familiar statement : “ For we all await the Christ, who will be 
& man amongst men,” * and makes him say, further, that, 
inasmuch as the Messiah will be descended from David, he will 
not be born of a virgin. It was God's promise to the an 
king that ‘he who is to come” would issue * from his 
Are we to think that God was mocking him Tt hardly 
likely that, for the purpose of confuting the Jews of Pu 
who denicd the Messiahship of Jesus, the Christi: 
would have selected so un-Jewish a“ sign.” Only those bel 
it to be Jewish who are virtually bound to do so, because of 
their conviction that Christianity itself was essentially a purely 
Jewish phenomenon, 

It is not in the Jewish world, nor even in the oriental world 
proper, but in the Greco-Roman, that we find the most striking 









































1 Ibid., 288 ff. 

* As in the case, for example, of Isaac (Gen. 
xiil. 2), and John the Baptist (Luke i. 79). _ 

* OCXVIT, 218 and 233; XLI, 226 /7.; CHM, i, 196; XLVEI, as. 

< 12. 

‘ Tia ‘Dial., 49, 4 Ibid., 68. 
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parallels to the story of the miraculous conception of Jesus.’ 
It is here that we find the legend of Perseus, born of Danie, 
a virgin who was impregnated by a shower of gold. (A parallel 
which was made the most of by the Jews, and proved so cmbar- 
tassing to the Christians of the second century that they were 
compelled to maintain that it was an invention of the Devil 
to confuse men and lure them from the truth.2) Here, too, 
we find the story of Attis, whose mother, Nana, became preg- 
Nant as aresult of eating a pomegranate. It was here especially 
that the birth of notable men—-Pythagoras, Plato, Augustus 
himself *— tended to be explained by some kind of partheno- 
genesis, or by the mysterious intervention of a god, It is quite 
eonccivable that, in 2 community in which so many stories of 
this kind were current, the Christians, desirous of adducing 
conclusive vindication of their faith in the divinity of Jesus, 
naturally turned to the sign by which men bearing the divine 
stamp were commonly identificd. There was no question, of 
course, of a conscious imitation of any particular story, but 
simply of the influence of a certain atmosphere of belief. We 
shall often mect with this phenomenon, 

It has been held by some that the whole story of the Virgin 
Birth of Jesus arose from the interpretation of a supposedly 
prophetic passage of the Scriptures, namely, Isaiah vii, 14,4 
according to the Greck text of the Septuagint. This would, in 
any case, make the conception a Greck development. This is 
the occasion of the passage: Ahaz, king of Judah, fears a new 
attack by the allied Kings of Syria and Israel who have just 
failed to take Jerusalem. The prophet reassures him, and says : 

* Therefore the Lord himself shall give a sign, Behold the 
irpgin (sce ) shall conceive und give birth toa son, and thou 
nlt ent him 1. Butter and honey shall he eat, that he 

may know how to refuse the evil and choose the good. But before 
this child shall know ww to recognize good and evil, to refuse the 
evil and choose the good, the land whose two kings thou abhorrest 
shall be forsaken.” 
The prophet adds that the king of Assyria will be the instru- 
ment employed by Jalweh to crush the power of Damascus 
and Samaria. 

1 XXXV, 127; Usener, Religionsgesch. Untersuchungen, 1889, 70 £7 ; 
XLVI, 67 ff. ; DCG, art. Virgin Birth, pars. 3; XXIV, i, 52.97. 

* Justin, 1 Apol., 54; Dial., 70. 

"Plutarch, Sympos., viii, guest. 1, 3; Jamblichus, Vita Pythag., 
2,2; lian, 2. 26; Diogenes Lertius, ita Platon., 3,1, 2; Suctonius, 
Octav,, 94; COCI.—it would be difficult to construct a closer parallel 
to the legend of the birth of Jesus found in Matthew, than is furnished 
by that of the birth of Plato. Cf. XXIV, i, 56. 

‘ov 1169. 
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Considered in its context and specific purpose, the passage 
has no resemblance to a Messianie prophecy. The prediction 
has a much more immediate bearing, and it is precisely for 
the purpose of indicating its speedy fulfilment that the author 
makes his comparison. It will require only the time nevessary 
for a child to be conccived, bern, and brought to the beginning 
of understanding, before Jahweh will crush the cnemies of 
Judah, It is not the birth of the child which is emphasized 
by the prophet, but the happy issue for which the king is wait- 
ing, and of which he may now, relying upon the comparison 
given him, confidently estimate the approaching date. The 
child in question is probably the same one referred to again 
by Isaiah in 3: "Then T went in unto the prophetess, 
and she conceived and bare a son, 

However this may be, the general sense of the passage is 
unambiguous. Only by isolating from its context the amounce- 
ment of the birth of the child who is to be called Rmmanuet 
(God with us), can it be given a Messianic meaning. ‘This, to 
be sure, is exactly what Matthew i, 23 does, but the point is 
whether the Jews themsclyes did so at that time. There is 
no evidence for it in any Rabbinieat writing.! and every proba- 
bility points to the conclusion that it was the Christians: who, 
in their search for all the prophetic utterances regarding the 
Messiah, discovered and gave that interpretation of this passayre. 

Further, the discovery could have been made only in the 
Greek Bible, because the Hebrew text does not contain the 
word virgin (bethulah), but the word young woman (haalmah), 
which ought to have been rendered into Greek hy neanis (vrdri) 
instead of parthenos (xagfévos}. Orthodox thealygians have 
made every cffort to prove that Aaalmah might mean virgin,* 
but without success. The prophet had no thought of predict- 
ing a miracle, and the Jews, as soon as they begun to attack 


































1 It has nevertheless been argued that many a Jew, studying the 
text of the prophet, might have concluded that the Mersiah would be 
born of a virgin. , COLXMI, i, 118, mn. 1; and KCIV, 103. ‘This, 
however, is mere unfounded hypothesi 

* Two passages of the Hebrew Bible determine the meaning of 
haalmoh. There is, first, the Song of Solomon vi. &: ‘ There are sixty 
queens and eighty concubines, and young women without number,” 
which the Greck text correctly translates : xai veinda: dv ote fate 
dgOus;. The occupants of harems are not, as a rule, virgins. The 
second passage is found in Prov. xxx. 18-19, and rans: “There are 
three things which are too wonderful fur me, yea, four which I kiow 
not; the way of an cagle in the air, the way of a serpent upon a rock, 
the way of a ship in the midst of the sea, and the way of a man ina 
maid.” It certainly cannot be a virgin that is referred to, and the 
Greek tranaiation again correctly gives év vedryt. 
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the Christians, did not miss the opportunity of pointing out 
that the term to which their opponents appealed was nothing 
but a blunder. Possibly the first translator into Greek was 
responsible for it, but it is not very probable. We simply do 
not know when, and by whom, it was introduced into the text 
of the Scptuagint. 

Even if the Christians found it already there—which is 
questionablc—it has still to be proved that, as has been con- 
tended, it was that which suggested to them the Virgin Birth 
of Christ. The main argument of Harnack,? who has recently 
come forward in support of this view, is that the Christians, 
convinced that Christ was born of the Spirit of God, as the 
accounts of the Baptism testify, must cagerly have scized upon 
the word parthenos as a means of effectuating this divine relation- 
ship. We cannot agree, for the reason that a mere reading of 
Isaiah vii. 14, even in the Greek, would not give rise to the 
belicf that the “ virgin” would remain such throughout con- 
ception and birth. The pnssage says nothing of that, The 
translator or copyist who rendered haalmah by the Greek 
parthenos simply meant : “a young woman will marry, con- 
ceive, and bear a child,” not “a virgin will conceive and bear 
achild.” To suggest this interpretation, the word would have 
to be read with such an idea in mind, in fact, with the definite 
belicf that Mary had conceived Jesus and yct remained a virgin. 
Tsaiah may have been regarded as conclusive prophetic witness to 
the miraculous sign, but it was certainly not he who suggested it. 

It is, however, perhaps possible to sce where it comes from. 
It will be observed that in Paul, John, and Mark, none of whom. 
believes in his Vi Birth, Jes characterized as the Son 
of God. This description of him is, accordingly, prior to the 
establishment of the helicf in the miracle related by Matthew 
and Luke, and does not arise out of it. As soon as they were 
convineed that, not only had Jesus been raised up by God, as 
a man full of the Holy Spirit, to accomplish his plans, but that 
his birth into this life for God had been divinely predestined, 
and glorified by the Holy Ghost, they must have attempted to 
signalize and to express this special relationship between Jesus 
and God. They said that he was his “son,” because that was 
the only term in human language by which they could intelli- 
gibly, if not completely and adequately, express this relation. 
Since the idea of the direct gencration of a man by God could 
only appear to the Jewish mind as a monstrous absurdity, the 
expression was, in reality, to the Palestinians, only a manner 
of speaking, only a mctaphor. 


‘XOTV, 101 f.; of. CCLXIM, i, 113, n. 2. 
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A critical examination of the passages in the Synoptics in 
which it appears, shows that Jesus never applied it to himself ? 
and that, moreover, it had not hitherto, in Isracl, any Messianic 
significance. That is to say, the Jews did not beforehand 
bestow this title of Son of God upon the expected Messiah, 
The Messiah must have been for them not the Son, but the 
Servant, of God (Ebed Jahweh), for such was the designation 
of the “ men of Jahweh.”? But on Greek soil the Christological 
belief found an environment very different from that of Pales- 
tine. There, the idea of the procreation of a human being by 
a god was current, and the relation of real sonship between 
Christ and God the Father could shock no one (save Jews of 
rigid orthodoxy, and they could not have been very numerous). 
On the contrary, the term Son of God was more likely to arouse 
sympathy in that quarter than the too peculiarly Jewish, too 
nationalistic, name of Messiah. Henee if was, in ail proba- 
bility, in the first Christian commiunitics amongst the Gentiles, 
that the expression arose. Possibly it did so, at first, as a 
simple translation of the VPalestinian bed-Jahweh, for the 
Greek word pais (xaic) means both servant and child, and it 
would be an easy transition from child to son. But it soon 
took on the colouring of an original Christelogical idea, the 
idea which met the nevds of the environment which enlled it 
forth, the idea expressed in the Epistles of Paul. It found its 
Pauline and Johannine justification in the doctrine of divine 
pre-existence and of the incarnation of the Lord. The legend 
of the Virgin Birth is another of its justifications, sprung from 
@ quite different intellectual environment, but xnalogous to the 
one just cited, and finding its Scriptural confirmat when 
the need arose to defend it in controversy, in Isaiah vii, 14.4 
Matthew and Luke represent two conerete embodimn 
different in form, but similar in spirit and meaning, of the 
belief: “\ He is the Son of God. He is born of the Holy Spirit." 

Their solution, which probably dates originally from about 
A.D. 80,4 prevailed and endured becnuse there was nothing 
metaphysical about it, and it was in the direct line of the .tages 


























1 For this examination, see CCVIIL, 12) f. 

‘In the third century, Origen again bears witne 
49) that the Jews, who were still expecting the jah, declared that 
they knew of no prophecy which referred to th af a Son of God. 

* It may have originated in cults where virginity and continence 
were especially honoured. ‘fhe other comes from environments more 
permeated with the spirit of the Mysteries. (f. Schmiedcl, Mary, 
$16; XUL 216; CCLXIX, 5f.; XLVI, 66; CCL, 214. Contra: 
xeiv, 101 ff. 

* COLXEX, 4. 
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of development which had already taken place in the progress 
of Christology. Above all, it appealed to the popular faith. 
In a sense, its success is demonstrated cven more by its clabora- 
tion in the Apocrypha} Gospels,? which found in it what they 
sought, than by its final incorporation in the orthodox tradition. 


Til 
Tur DEvELorMENT oy THE LEGEND or THE Viroin Binty 


Our two Synoptic accounts do not, of course, exhaust the 
subject of the Virgin Birth. Faith and theology alike subsc- 
quently demanded morc explicit statements, which were arrived 
at, occasionally, only at the cost of extremely embarrassing 
discussion 
It was asked, for instance, whether the miraculous concep- 
tion had been precisely simultaneous with the Annunciation, 
and sinec the text of Luke gave not the smallest hint in either 
direction, the way was open for endless discussion. The very 
uniqueness of the Virgin Birth led to the question in what 
form the Holy Spirit had entered the body of Mary, in what 
precise manner the gencration of Jesus had been aceomplished.* 
On this point, again, the silenec of the writings Icft a clear 
ficld for hypothesis, and placed no limit upon even the most 
fantastic speculations. Tertullian (Apol., 21) speaks of a ray 
of light descending into Mary, and there becoming flesh. This 
suggests an adaptation of the Egyptian belief according to 
which the cow-mother of Apis was impregnated by a ray of light 
falling from Heaven (Iierodotus), or a moonbeam (Plutarch).* 
In any case, it is an interesting parallel, In the fifteenth 
ventury it was even maintained that Jesus entered the womb 
of his mother fully formed, but this met with the opposition 
of the theologians.‘ 

Popular belief made its own contribution to the subject 
according to its lights, and its customary tendencies, Amongst 
other fantastic ideas, it evolved that of conception by the ear.® 
This “ explanation ”’ is not met with until the fourth century, 
when it is found in Saint Ephracm, Saint Augustine, and 
Gaudentius, but its ingenuous simplicity places its date of 











* OXLE, 53 7.; CCVIM, 201, n. 40. For the Jewish calumnies and 
the legend’ of Pandera, the Roman soldicr who is supposed to have 
Played the part of the Holy Spirit to the wife of the gullible Joseph, 

- COXVIN, $30; COOH, 200; OXEXU, 38; CLM 45 

CXLIT, 5 76 " GOXLY, 1, A 


+ GOLESXII-a, 578, n. 12; * acon, 191, n. 3. 
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origin much earlier.t It must have been in circulation amongst 
the people for a long time before being taken into considera- 
tion by the learned. It has been suggested that this device, 
designed to make the conception of Jesus completely super- 
human, and to place beyond dispute the virginity of his mother, 
may also have been of Egyptian origin, since Plutarch (De 
Iside) tells us that the idea was prevalent amongst the people 
of Egypt that cats conceived by the car and were born from 
the mouth.# 

The doctrine of the Virgin Birth did not fail to expose the 
Christian to annoying jests and calumnics. In an Apocrypha! 
writing entitled History of the Nativity of Mary and the Child- 
hood of our Lord, Joseph, returning from a journey, replies to 
the virgins who are attempting to cheer him with the news of 
the Annunciation : 

“Why do you seck to deceive me and nuke me believe that 
it was the angel of the Lord who got her with child ¥  Perhapy 
paced pretended to be the angel of the Lord in order to seduce 

a) 








The foster-father, in this case, soon abandons his scepticism 
and recognizes the truth, but many unbelievers reevived the 
announcement of the decisive miracle in the same way. 
Almost in modern times, the daring German. rationalist 
Paulus (d. 1828) again attributed the birth of Jesus tu a ruse 
of the ambitious Priesterfrau, Elizabeth, who was supposed 
to have sent an unknown man to play the part of the angel 
Gabricl and deccive the simple Mary. In antiquity, Jews and 
pagans vicd with cach other in stories attacking the honour 
of Mary,? who was represented by them as an adulteress, or 
even a professional prostitute (guastuaria-- agaxtixy nogry).4 
The Samaritans themselves took part in this offensive chorus. 
In one of their books, the Samaritan Chronicle,® there occurs 
the following passage : 
“In the time of Jchonathan there was put to death Jesus, the 
son of Myriam, son of Joseph the carpenter, ben Hanapheth, ut 
Jerusalem, in the reign of Tiberius, by Pilate the governor.” 












1 CXLIL, 53.—CCL, 283, thinks there is a trace of this belief in the 
very ancient rule that Christian virgins should be veiled, to hide thei 
ears from evil spirits. It is an interesting suggextion, but there i 
sound documentary justification for it. 1 Cor. xi. and the beginning 
of the De Virginibus vetandis of Tertullian hardly support it. 

* CCL, 230. . vg.; EX, 6, 1900. 206. 

* Tertullian, De Spectaculis, 30: ** Hic est ilte fabri aut questuaria 

itis.” 
* Published by Neubauer in the Journal asiatique, 1869, 11, 489. 
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The expression “ ben Hanapheth,” is interpreted by Clermont- 
Ganncau,? on the strength of an Arabic translation, as meaning 
“the son of the courtesan.” 

When the accusation became specific, and professed to name 
the real father of Jesus, a Roman soldier called Panther, or 
Pandera,* it was not casy for the Christians to adduce material 
proof of its falsity. The main argument of Origen is that one 
who came to render such services to the world could not have 
been born in shame. So shameless an adulteress could have 
produced only a madman, a monster of vice and intemperance, 
whercas Jesus was a pattern of all the virtues. It is hardly 
a convincing proof. The story of Pandera, moreover, was not 
the only one, nor the worst, of the anti-Christian calumnies 
which claimed to give the details of the charge that, if Jesus 
was not the son of Joseph, his mother was an adulteress. An 
Alexandrian story-teller makes him the issue of an incestuous 
telationship between Mary and her own brother.* 

These were clumsy fabrications, no doubt, inspired by 
malevolence and the desire to wound, but they were the inevit- 
able price of the controversial weapon which the Christian faith 
derived from the legend of the Virgin Birth, the bastard product 
of Jewish mentality and pagan mythology. 

The claborations and proofs, of varying ingenuity, which 
the nee ies of polemic induced the Christians to add to the 
assertions of our Synopties,é did not sueceed in strengthening 
them. In spite of praiseworthy and persevering efforts, per- 
petually renewed, apologetic today can no longer suceced even 
in disguising their inconsistency. 

In the last analysis, history must discard everything con- 
tuined in the orthodox tradition concerning the circumstances 
of the birth of Jesus, and we have no choice but to conclude 
that we have no information on the subject. Doubtless those 
circumstances were quite ordinary, so much so that they 
attracted no attention, which would explain why, according to 
the oldest of our gospel narratives (Mark iii. 81-5, quoted 
above), the mother of Christ herself, at the very time when the 
memory of the decisive miracle, if such a miracle had really 
occurred to, and by means of, her, might have been expected 
to dominate her own human affection and desire, gave no sign 
of being in any way conscious of her son’s divine destiny. 

















+ Recucil d'archdologie orientale, vii, 387. 

4 Jerus. Talmud, 'Abodah Zarah, 9, 40. Cf. Origen, Contra Celsum, 
1, 28; 82; 69, 

* CCCI, 260. < CXXXI, 38 #7. 
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Iv 
Tre First-Born oF Mary 


The stories of the birth of Jesus in Matthew and Luke imply 
that he was the first-born (ageiroroxos) of his mother, since 
otherwise there could be no question of a virgin birth, But 
it is hardly necessary to observe that the fact that this asser- 
tion is necessitated by these two accounts, and vouched for 
only by them, means that we have no guarantce of it what- 
ever. Neither Mark nor Paul is interested in this point, and 
it must, consequently, have been a matter of indifference to 
the original tradition, Possibly Jesus may have been the first 
of the children of Joseph and Mary, but we do not know, 

We say “the children of Joseph and Mary,” because our 
Synoptics have no hesitation in giving Jesus brothers and 
sisters. They refer to th the most natural way in the 
world. We read in Mark iii. 31, ete. : 

“And there came his mother and his brethren, and standing 
without, they sent unto him, to call him, and the multitude was 
sitting about him, and they said unto him: Behold thy tuother 
and thy brethren without, ask for thee.” 


Again, in Mark vi. 2-8, the people of Nazarcth are represented 
as saying: 
“ Whence hath he these things, and what wisdom in this which 
ia given unto him? And these miracles which hiv hands perform ? 
Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary, the brother of Jamey, 
and Joses, and Judo, and Simon? And are not his sisters alyo 
with us?" 





We need not stop to prove that the Evangelist certainly 
means “ brothers"? and “sisters,” in the usual sense of the 
words.? There is absolutely nothing to suggest that they are 
to be understood in any other, and such a thing would never 
have been thought of, if the development of the cult of Mary 
had not subsequently made a different interpretation necessury. 
Moreover, references to these “ brothers * of Jesus are fairly 
frequent in the New Testament, and nowhere is there any 
ambiguity about them. It is unquestionably blood brothers 

’ Various manuscripts also mention his sisters, who secm to be 
implied by 3, 85. 

+ Matt. xiii, 53-8, and Luke iy. 16-80, both recount, following 
Mark, but adapting him, the visit of Jesus to Nazarcth, but only Mutthew 
mentions brothers and sisters. Luke limits himself to muking the 
townspeople of Jesus say: ‘Is not thiv a son of Joseph?” 
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which they appcar to signify.? Clearly, if there had been any 
risk of the words “ brothers’ and “ sisters” misleading the 
reader so seriously, the editors of all the writings referred to 
would have taken some precaution against this dangerous 
misinterpretation. 

The fact is, that the first Christians, even after the belief 
in the Virgin Birth was firmly established, were content with 
the assertion that Jesus was the first-born. Since, at that 
period, they were not interested in Mary on her own account, 
it was a matter of indifference to them that, her divine work 
accomplished, she should have become the wife of Joseph in 
a perfectly natural sense. It is to be observed, further, that 
the very insistence upon the term ‘ first-born,” for instance, 
in Luke ii. 7 (“ And she brought forth her first-born son ”’), 
immediately suggests the birth of younger children. Finally, 
we have plenty of evidence of the existence of such a belief in 
the Christianity of the first four centuries.* 

We may be inclined to wonder why neither the texts them- 
selves nor this common-sense tradition managed to prevail. 
The answer is simply that there very shortly appeared Chris- 
tians who could not reconcile themselves to the idea that the 
mother of the Lord, once her mission was accomplished, had 
reverted to the level of an ordinary woman. For the doctrine 
of the virginity of the Christotokes, that is to say, the mother 
of the Christ, was gradually substituted the doctrine of the per- 
petual virginity of Mary, until, finally, they arrived at that 
of Joseph himself, which appeared as carly as Saint Jerome.* 
It was the asceticism of the fourth and fifth centuries which 
finally established the beliefs, henceforth to become articles of 
Saith, conecrning the perfect and perpetual virginity of Mary. 
But long before this, the Christian feeling already referred to 
was secking to get rid of the brothers and sisters of Jesus, As 
carly as the second century, the Protevangelium of James, and 
according to Origen,‘ the Gospel of Peter, maintained that they 
were the children of Joseph alone, born of his first marriage, and 
the husband of Mary came to be pictured as a very old man, 
at the time of the Nativity. Clement of Alexandria and Origen 


> Cf. in addition to the passages just cited, John ii. 12: “ After 
that he went down to Capernaum, he and his mother, his brethren, and 
his disciples " ; John vii. 8 ; 1 Cor. ix.5; Gal. i,19; Actsi.i4, Finally, 
in a fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrems, preserved by Saint Jerome 
(C. Pelag., 8, 2), we find: “* Ecce mater domini et fratres eius dicebant 
ei: Johannes Baptista baptizat . 

* Passages will be found in CCVIIL, 201 77 

* Adv, Helvid., 19: * ut ex virginalt conjugio virgo Filius nasceretur.” 

“In Mt, 12, 55. 
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were completely confident that Christ and his mother, the 
former for men, and the latter for women, had set the example 
of perfect. continence. 

It remained only for the writings of the New Testament to 
support this conviction, and their texts were tortured in various 
ways until they were finally made to profess the contrary of 
what they believed. We shall not here emburk upon an exposi- 
tion of the discussions, in which the most arbitrary theories 
were supported by the most unverifiable assertions.) They 
resulted very early in three theories which it will be sufficient 
to recall: (1) The Helvidian, maintained by Helvidius in the 
time of Saint Jerome, which held that the “ brothers’ and 
“sisters were children of Joseph and Mary born after Jesus ; 
(2) The Epiphanian, sponsored by Saint Epiphanius, which 
declared that the brothers and sisters were the issue of a previous 
marriage of Joseph ; (8) ‘The Hieronymian, the theory of Saint 
Jerome, in which the brothers and sisters became cousins of 
Jesus, the sons and daughters of a brother of Joseph named 
Clopas, and a sister of the Virgin who ulso was called Mary, 
It was, of course, this last theory which the extension to Joseph 
of the perfect virginity of Mary finally made the choice of the 
faithful. It is neither better founded nor even more probabl:, 
and impartial criticism can see in it only a thin subterfuge, 
by means of which a pious elaboration, totally without historical 
foundation, sought to evade the limitations of the texts. 

The radical critics, who profess to reduce to a myth the 
very existence of Jesus, have lately given the orthodox dov- 
trine indirect and uncxpected, and, on the wholc, undesirable, 
support. They have maintained * that the ‘“ brothers 
“ sisters ’? of Jesus were no other than groups of his followers, 
united to each other by the bonds of the mystical fraternity. 
It is well known, certainly, that the earliest Christians spoke 
of themselves as “ brethren.” * And when we read in Matthew 
xxviii. 10, “Go and tell my brethren to go into Galilee,” or 
in John xx. 17, “ Go to my brethren and tell them that I have 
ascended unto my Father,” we are not tempted to give the 
word a family sense. The redactors have, in these cases, put 
into the mouth of Jesus the expression which they were in 
the habit of using amongst themselves. It does not follow, 
however, that the meuning it assumes in these two passages is 
necessarily to be extended to all the others, especially theac 








> For the details of these discussions see CCVIL, 183 ff. 
* Cf. especially CLEXXI, 20, and CLEXVIL 189. 
> Gal. i.2; 1Cor. i. 10; ii. 1; xvi. 20; 2 Corb 1; ete. 
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in which the brothers of Jesus are called by their proper names 
(Mark vi. 8).1| Naturally, since the adherents of the mytho- 
logical view do not concede that Jesus actually existed, they 
cannot admit that he had brothers and sisters. We do not 
think there is much help for the orthodox position in such feats 
of imagination, and certainly, there is none for history. 

The probable conclusions which are justified by the docu- 
mentary evidence, concerning the questions we have been con- 
sidering, may be summed up as follows : Jesus was born some- 
where in Galilce in the time of the Empcror Augustus, of a 
humble family, which included half a dozen or more children 
besides himself. 


1B, Smith attempts to get over the difficulty by suggesting that 
the proper names are an addition to the text. Nothing could be more 
improbable. 


CHAPTER V 
CHILDHOOD AND EDUCATION 
I 
Tur Questions 


F we wish to picture the childhood of Jesus, we are thrown 

back upon our imagination. The Apocryphal writings 
which undertook to satisfy the faith of the second century, 
eager for information which the authentic tradition did not 
furnish, knew no more on the subject than we ourselves, and 
the amazing stories recounted by them * need not detain us, 
Mark makes no reference to the childhood. Matthew omits it 
completely, passing straight from the settlement of the Holy 
Family at Nazareth after the return from Egypt (ii. 23) to 
the account of the preaching of the Baptist (iii, 1: “In those 
days came John the Baptist . ..”). Similarly, Luke, having 
brought the parents of Jesus to Nazareth, at the end of a series 
of ceremonics and prophecies of which the scene is laid in 
Jerusalem (ii. 89), sums up the whole of the childhood in a 
single, vague sentence (ii, 40): “ And the child grew and waxed 
strong, filled with wisdom, and the grace of God was upon 
him.” The fact that he repeats this again (ii. 52) does not 
make it cither more explicit or Iess banal.? After this, the 
gospel writer relates an incident to which we shall briefly revert 
{Jesus in the Temple at the age of twelve 41-52), and goes 
on to the mission of the Baptist (iii. 1). 

The Apocrypha! gospels are mainly interested in proving 
that their hero never was a child like other children, but that 
even as an infant he radiated a supernatural power, which 
made itself felt around him without his being conscious of it. 
It was thus that the faith of simple folk liked to picture him, 
and it was for and by them that the marvellous tales collected 
by our hagiographers were invented. The truth was probably 











1 For bibliography see L-a, i, 159 77. 
* ec. ix-xiv; CXL, pp. 87-100. 
> XCVII, pp. 45 and 48. 
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much more sober. No doubt Jesus grew up amongst his 
brothers and sisters in his Galilean village without his child- 
hood being marked by anything unusual] to give his family a 
premonition of his future. If it had been otherwise, the Syn- 
optic tradition would surely not have preserved the recollec- 
tion, or perpetuated the belief, that the Master encountered 
nothing but misunderstanding and opposition on the part of 
his relatives when, later, he disclosed his mission. 

Thc tradition is our only authority for the statement that 
the father of Jesus followed the trade of a “ wood-worker ”* 
(céxrwy),? and that he taught it to the child. It is, however, 
probable, that the future prophet began by working with his 
hands for his living. There is no question here of the Jewish 
custom that a rabbi should learn a trade, in order to he above 
the suspicion of leading a parasitic existence. The only neces- 
sity was that common to all humble folk who have to earn 
their bread. When Mark (vi. 8) makes the inhabitants of 
Nazareth, astonished at the bearing of Jesus when he returns 
to them for a day, say to one another: ‘‘ Is not this the car- 
penter, the son of Mary?” he implies that he himself took 
the expression literally, and believed that the Nazarene was 
really a téxrwy.* It is probable that he was right, and this 
is of importance in assisting us to form some idea of the original 
form and content of the thought of Jesus, of the direction of 
his central interests and the limitations of his outlook, A 
village craftsman, he was also a peasant, because in the East, 
in his time as today, a man’s whole energies were not absorbed 
by his trade, It left him time to busy himself with a garden 
or a ficld. 

It would indecd be illuminating to pierce the veil that hides 
this apparently humble, obscure and insignificant life, to 
discover the influence upon the child’s mind of the ordinary 
events of his existence, or of some chance happenings of which 
we know nothing. But unfortunately, we have no means of 
doing so. Information is completely lacking, and we can only 
fall back upon more or less probable conjecture. 

There is reason to believe, for instance, that Jesus did not 
remain entirely ignorant and uneducated, inasmuch as the 
Torah insisted upon the necessity of instilling its precepts into 
children (Deut. iv. 9; vi. 7 f.; vi. 20/f.; xi.19f. Prov. xxii. 6 
also counsels: “Train up the child in the way he should go, 


? GCXVI, p. 48. 
«In Xenophon, Hellen., 8, 4, 17, the téxray is contrasted with the 
robin, who is the “ metal-worker.” Cf. CCLEXXVIL, p. 496. 

+ OV, p. 169, 


CHILDHOOD AND EDUCATION 185 


and when he grows old he will not depart from it”). Originally 
this particular instruction was the business of the father. From 
Josephus,’ however, we get the impression that there was in 
his time in Palestine a regular curriculum, essentially religious, 
certainly, but which to be of value, even from this restricted 
point of view, must have included some gencral knowledge. 
The child, after receiving his first instruction in the family, 
passed on to the elementary school, then to the synagogue, 
which was regarded as already providing a more advanced 
religious education, and finally, if he had the means, to the 
school of a rabbi (Beth-hammidrash), where he extended and 
deepened his Biblical studies. Whether, however, this “ curri- 
culum ”’ actually cxisted, whether it was operative at the period 
when Jesus was a child in Galilee, whether Jesus himself followed 
it, and how far, arc all questions which it is easier to ask than 
to answer. 

The well-known tendency of Josephus to glorify Jewish 
habits and customs, arouses some suspicion on the first point. 
In any case, the second is decidedly doubtful. Nevertheless, 
it may be regarded as probable that elementary schools existed 
throughout the Palestinian world from before the beginning of 
our era. The Jerusalem Talmud?* attributes to a famous 
doctor, Simonben-Shetach, the brother of Queen Alexandra 
(78-69 3.c.), an order compelling children to attend what w 
might call primary schools. This, however, docs not 8° 
sarily prove that such schools existed, inasmuch as this Simon 
seems to have been an eccentric individual, and his dictum 
might possibly be only the expression of a personal idiosyn- 
crasy.* It is difficult to tell. On the other hand, the Baby- 
lonian Talmud ¢ attributes the organization of these schools to 
Joshuaben-Gamba, High Priest from a.D. 68 to 65, or more 
than half a century after the birth of Jesus. Hf our two texts 
leave us in doubt, however, it is still to be taken into account 
that the Pharisees had every interest in giving the Jews, even 
the common people, some idea of thcir studies, as a practical 
means of extending their influence over them. When we add 
to this consideration the examination of various passages of 
Josephus and Philo,* it becomes very probable, all things con- 
sidered, that the Jewish children were, from the beginning of 
the first century, more systematically initiated into the study 

’ ially (. Apion, % . > Kethuboth, 8, 41, 22b. 

Op ae, i sabe ie: * Buba-Rathra, 21, a." 

* Josephus, Ant., 4, 8,12; C. Apton, 2, 25; 1, 12; 2, 183 Philo, 
Leg., 31 and 18, Cf. XXIK, ii, 422, which cites 2 Tim. iii, 13: a6 
Bedpovs legd yedppata olda;. 
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of the Torah, regarded as “the highest knowledge and the 
condition of prosperity,’’ 1 than they could have been in their 
own homes, 

The clementary school (Beth-hassepher) was an appendage 
of the synagogue, and since Galilee had synagogues, it could 
not have been without their Judszan accompaniment. This 
school was in charge of the hazzdn (dxnoétns—minister), kind 
of beadle or official of the synagogue. It was to this person, 
in the incident of Luke iv. 20, that Jesus handed back the 
scroll of the prophet Isaiah, after reading from it in the syna- 
gogue at Nazarcth. From the age of six, usually until that 
of ten, the children learnt the holy book under his direction. 
That, at least, is what we are able to establish for a slightly 
later period, Assuming that this was the case in the time of 
Jesus, what would he have learned from the lessons of the 
hazzén of his village ? 

He would have learned to read, and have become familiar 
with the most important practical parts of the Torah. The 
mcthods of instruction and study employed in the school of 
the synagogue were not of a sort designed to stimulate young 
minds. They subjected the children to a ceaseless repetition, 
a relentless reiteration, of what it was desired to impress upon 
their memories, without making any real appeal to their in- 
telligence, so that the word sanah, meaning “ repeat,’’ finally 
came, in common specch, to signify “ to teach " or “‘ to learn.” 
All that we can say is that the glimpse which the Gospels give 
us of the knowledge of Jesus, is quite consistent with his having 
attended such an elementary school, but it does not necessarily 
imply it.4 

Even if there was a Rabbinical school within reach of the 
village of Jesus, he cannot himself have been a student (talmid). 
Otherwise it would be hard to understand why the tradition 
attributes to his Jewish auditors the amazement they are sup- 
posed to have displayed on hearing him preach. ‘‘ Whence 
hath he these things, and what wisdom is this which has been 
given to him?’ exclaim the people of Nazareth in Mark vi. 
2.2 He never became, therefore, a “‘ master in Israel,” and 
his religious life was entirely based, as far as education is con- 
cerned, upon an elementary instruction confined to a practical 
and superficial study of the Torah. To this may be added, 
however, the teaching later heard in the synagogue. The value 
of this supplementary instruction would naturally vary greatly 

> Josephus, Ant, 4, 8, 12: pd@nua xdduator xai tii¢ ebdasorlag altior. 

* COXVI, 48. 

"Cf. John vii. 15: ndig oftoz yedupara older yi} pspadnerdc. 
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according to the competence and the inspiration of the teacher. 
It is an attractive conjecture that one of these preceptors 
especially stirred the adolescent Jesus, and thus helped to 
prepare and decide his vocation. 

According to the Evangelists, Jesus is supposed to have 
been steeped in the Scriptures. He may have been, but on 
this point we cannot place too much confidence in redactors 
who themselves found in the Old Testament the main justifi- 
cation for their faith. They give the impression that the 
Galilean nabi was especially familiar with the Psalms and the 
Prophets, which is not unlikely, since we know that the first 
of these collections was the main sustenance of the living faith 
of Israel, and the second the chief source of the Messianic proof- 
texts. We have no means of proving the point,? but Jesus 
would not have been a son of his people if the sacred book 
had not been the very foundation of his religious and moral 
thinking, although the gospel writers can hardly have fuiled to 
exaggerate somewhat the number and accuracy of his references 
to the text.* We cannot doubt, either, that he was well versed 
in the additions to Jahwism made by popular helicf and en- 
dorsed by many of the learned: angelology, demonology, the 
hope of resurrection, and, above all, the Messianic expectations. 
But it is a waste of time to inquire which of the writings, which 
were more or less influenced by the innovations accepted in 
Israel about the time of his birth, he may have read, or heard 
read. It has been maintained that there are signs of his 
acquaintance with Daniel and Enoch, which may be truc, but 
it is by no means incontrovertible. 

‘We may perhaps safely conclude that, apart from the knoaw- 
Jedge that was, so to speak, indispensable to the ordinary Jew, 
Jesus had no education. We have no reason to think that he 
travelled at all, nor that his view of the world extended beyond 
the horizon of his own little country. “ The delightful im- 
possibilities which throng his parables when he represents kings 
and great folk, show that his idea of aristocratic society was 
always that of a young villager who sees the world reflected 
in the mirror of his own simplicity * (Renan). 

It is doubtful whether he actually knew Hebrew. He spoke 
Aramaic, and it was in this language that the Bible was read 
in his synagogue. 

‘ CXLI, 77 f. 

ero 47; Klostermann, Jesu Stellung zum A.T., 1004; L-a, 
166 ff. 
7 








CLXXXVI, i ff, gives a table of the Bible references attributed to 
Jesus by the Synoptics. Cf. XLIV, 36. 
“ CCEVI, 48. *COXXXIV, 112; CLEVE, 309, 3 7. 
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Most critics believe that he remained free from any pro- 
found Hellenistic influence,? and the text of the Gospels un- 
doubtedly confirms this view. It has been suggested, however, 
that he had a knowledge of Greek, which could hardly have 
failed to enlarge his ideas. It is hard to see what basis the 
commentators have for such a view.? Galilee was, certainly, 
a means of transit between the Greek cities of the coast and 
those of Persea, and there were Greek merchants on the shores 
of the Lake of Tiberias, but these are slender arguments, which 
hardly seem capable of outweighing the impression of pure 
Semitism which is given, for example, by the parables and, in 
gencral, by the whole Synoptic tradition, in spite of the fact 
that it has reached us only in Greek dress. We do not dispute 
that in Galilee, as in Judea, at the beginning of the Christian 
era, Greek had its place by the side of Aramaic, but the ques- 
tion is, how large a place. We do not know, and the assertion 
that, in Galilean custom, Aramaic was used in familiar inter- 
course, and Greek for purposes of public life and religious 
instruetion,® is entirely arbitrary. It would follow from this 
that Jesus used Greek in his teaching, which is as great a para- 
dox as that which would have us believe that the Nazarene 
read the Scriptures in the Greck text of the Septuagint, on 
the grounds that the disciples, who make usc of it in our Gospels, 
would not, at the very beginning, have dared such a revolution 
as the abandonment of the actual Book used by their Master. 
Apart from the fact that we are completely ignorant of what 
book the real, original disciples did make use, since nothing 
of theirs has come down to us—unless, against all possibility, 
we accept the traditional assignment of Matthew, John, Jude, 
and I Peter, to four of the Twelyc—thcre would have been no 
revolution in substituting the Septuagint for the Hebrew text, 
because the Greek version was commonly regarded as inspired, 
which is to say, as equivalent in every way to the original. It 
is worthy of note that, when the gospel writer wishes to give 
us the impression of a direct utterance of Jesus, he puts Aramaic 
words into his mouth. We refer to the cry on Golgotha, in 
Mark xv. 84: “ Eloi lama sabacthani,” and the phrase in Mark 
v. 41, “Talitha kum.” 

1 COXVI, 48. 

*CLXXVU, 263 ff. G. Dalman, Jesus-Jeshua. Die drei Sprachen 

Jesu, Leipzig, 1922, goes still further and believes that the prophet 

conversed in Hebrew with the scribes, in Aramaic with the disciples, 

ed understood Greek. It would indeed be marvellous if we knew 
at. 

"Roberts, Greek, the Language of Christ and his Apostles, 1888. 

«LEW, x. 


CHILDHOOD AND EDUCATION 189 


The spread of the Greek language in Galilee and Judiea 
should not be exaggerated. We must not forget that, in order 
to be understood by his compatriots, Josephus chose to write 
his Jewish War first in Aramaic. It was in Aramaic that, 
during the siege of Jerusalem, Titus summoned the defenders 
of the city to surrender.t According to Acts (xxi. 40; xxii, 
2) it was also in Aramaic that Paul expressed himself when he 
wished to speak to the people of Jerusalem, which proves at 
least that the author of Acts believed that to be the actunl 
language of the Palestinians. Probably those of them whom 
their business or some other necessity brought into regular 
contact with the Greeks, usually did acquire a smattering of 
everyday Greek, and certainly all the Jewish upper classes had 
a thorough knowledge of the literary language. But since 
Jesus was definitely neither a trader nor an aristocrat, it is 
hard to see what would have induced him to acquire a know- 
ledge that could be of no use to him. There is, of course, 
always the possibility of some chance reason, but it is highly 
improbable. It was neither in the village nor amongst the 
working classes that Greek was affected in Palestine. The fact 
that the Gospels make no mention of an interpreter in con- 
nexion with the interrogation of Jesus by Pilate, means noth- 
ing, inasmuch as, as we shall sec, the whole account of the trial 
of Jesus is so artificial and so unrcliable that it would be folly 
to attach the slightest significance to so minor a detail. 

We may conclude that the probability is that Jesus was 
ignorant of Greek, and consequently uninfluenced by the ideas 
which that language introduced and disseminated throughout 
the world. When we come to study Paul, we shall be able to 
estimate the extreme importance of this conclusion. 








I 
Tue RExicious ENvinonMENT oF THE Cintp Jesus 


It would be of the greatest advantage to us to know the 
exact religious environment in which the religious consciousness 
of Jesus was formed, but it is as completely unknown to us as 
the intellectual environment with which we have just been 
dealing. We are told that Jesus lived in @ healthy religious 
atmosphere, in which the grand spirit of the Old Testament 
circulated freely, and so to speak, at its full strength, amongst 
devout men who were neither hidebound by the narrow legalisin 
of the Pharisees, nor isolated by the separatism of the Essenes, 

1 Josephus, B.J., 5, 9,2; 6, 2,1. Cf. XXX, iit, 63 7. 
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nor misled by the syncretism of the Judzo-Alexandrians.! We 
may safely grant the last point. On the others we can only 
withhold judgment, because documentary evidence is lacking, 
and speculations and inferences, however ingenious, are no 
substitute for it. 

As against this, it has been maintained, though without 
proof, that Jesus belonged to the Essenes,? but that is quite 
ineredible. Short of admitting that the synoptic tradition has 
grossly deceived us, to the point of declaring the exact opposite 
of the truth, concerning the type of life led by the Master and 
the spirit of his preaching, it is impossible to confuse his doc- 
trine with that of the Essencs. He seeks to reform life, and 
does not preach withdrawal from it; it is to all the men of 
Israel that he addresses himself, and not to a company of elect ; 
his life appears to conform to the normal habits of mankind, 
and not to an ascetic idcal. It may be assumed that he knew 
members of the Essene scct,* since they were to be met with 
outside their communitics in the neighbourhood of the Dead 
Sea, but the question is, how far, and in what way, did they 
influence him, how did he himself react to the contact; and 
of this we have not the smallest idea. However this may be, 
there is not, in the opinion of the writer, the faintest trace of 
Essence influence in the teaching which our Gospels attribute 
to him. 

As far as the Pharisees are concerned, we shall, in the first 
place, be on our guard against what the Gospels tell us of the 
relations of Jesus with them, It is reasonable to believe that 
our redactors frecly cndowed the Lord with the emotions and 
hatreds which were of necessity their own, at a time when the 
Jewish doctors seemed to them the arch opponents of the 
Truth. In the second place, we must not forget that, start- 
ing from similar ideas, and even beliefs, men of different minds 
and temperaments can arrive at very dissimilar schemes of 
practical life. 

‘We have endeavoured to show that Jesus did not attend 
the Pharisaic school, but Pharisaism was not confined to the 
schools. It did not present itself as a doctrine—although, of 
course, it had its doctrines—so much as a practical religious 

1 COXVE, 48; CLXVIN, 347. 

‘A, Bugge, in ZNTW, 1806, 99 9.; N. Schmidt, The Prophet of 
Nazareth, 1905, 255 ff, 803. It is surprising to see Conybeare also 
admitting the possiblity of this affiliation, CXLVII, 41, no. 1. 

i, 

‘Bultmann maintains, with reason, that the idea of this funda- 
mental and perpetual antagonism could have arisen only on Hellenistic 
soil. Cf. LXXXVI, 26 ff. 
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discipline. Its adherents were probably less numerous in 
Galilee than in Judea, and its “ masters ” seem rather to have 
looked down upon the peasants and mountaineers of the “ Circle 
of the Gentiles.””. We may safely conclude from this that Jesus 
was not as surrounded by Pharisaism as he would have been 
had he lived in Judea.’ He was not subjected to the deep 
imprint of its sometimes strong but always subtle dialectic, 
which had a withering effect upon most minds, Renan believes 
that the principles of Hillel were nevertheless familiar to him, 
and that the famous rabbi was his true muaster.* Without 
going to the length of such a rash and unverifiable assertion, 
it seems certain that Jesus was influenced by the Pharisaic 
movement. His standpoint and teaching fall within the pattern 
of the Pharisaic faith ; it is on the Messianic hope, which was 
adopted and propagated by Pharisaism, that he bases his whole 
preaching, more, his whole mission.? The prob by which 
he is obsessed are Pharisaic problems, and he formulates them 
in the Pharisaic manner. It is to the forms of exposition 
familiar to the Pharisaie doctors that he resorts, to explain 
himself and make himself understood.¢ The resemblance be- 
tween him and his supposed opponents is, indced, so strong 
that it seriously detracts from the originality which, even to- 
day, is said to have marked him out from his contemporaries, 

We do not mean that he accepted everything that Phari- 
saism offered him, and is to be regarded merely as one of its 
disciples. There is probably a great deal of truth in the revolt 
which the gospel writers attribute to him against pedantry, 
the pride, the exaggerated legalism, and the scholastic hair- 
splitting, * from which the sect was not always free. But it is 
equally exaggerated and untrue to maintuin * that there is no 
bond between Pharisaism and the Gospel, and no possibility 
of passing from one to the other. Jesus certainly was not a 
Pharisee, but his career and his activities would be incompre- 
hensible if the Pharisaic movement had not paved the way 
for them. 

More important even than the determination of his exact 
relation to Essenism and Pharisaism, is that of his connexion 
with those Jewish sects of which we have already endeavoured 
to give some account.’ It has been asked whether he owed 
nothing to them, whether, even, he did not spring from one, 
which his name is supposed to indicate, namely, the pre-Chris- 





' COLEEXIV, 15. ? CLXVIIL, %4 J. 
> CCLXML, i, 78, n. 2. +L-a, 160; XLII, 52, 54, 7. 
+H, 194, * CCLYT, 15. 
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tian Nazareans spoken of by Epiphanius.1 We do not, our- 
selves, place much reliance on the statements of the bishop of 
Salamis, who is often careless and ill-informed. However, even 
admitting the truth of what he says, the resemblances between 
the Nazareans and Jesus which may be deduced from it, seem 
to be counterbalanced by equally important differences, so that 
we are left in complete uncertainty. It is quite possible that 
Jesus may have belonged to some sect in which the current 
ideas of the Kingdom or of the Messiah, or both, had perhaps 
suffered strange transformations and adaptations, but our 
present information does not permit us to say anything one 
‘way or the other? On the whole, there was no need for Jesus 
to come from a Messianic sect in order to begin preaching the 
imminent advent of the Messiah. It is enough that he was 
deeply imbued with the great hope of his compatriots. In 
making this hope the central idea of his own thinking, he simply 
showed himself to be the child of his people and his time. Per- 
haps this Messianic belief, being opposed in Galilee by neither 
the restrictions of the Sadducces nor the influence of the Temple, 
found especially favourable conditions in an environment where 
deficiency of education was fortunately made good by spon- 
tancity of feeling and a glowing hope. The frequency and 
stubbornness of the uprisings which the Romans had to suppress 
in that country, would incline us to believe so. In that case 
it would be all the more understandable that the Messianic 
belicf may at an carly age have become ingrained in the religious 
consciousness of Jesus, 

Undoubtedly as soon as the child was of a suitable age, 
and capable of enduring the three days’ journey from Galilee 
to Jerusalem,* he would go with his parents to the Holy City. 
Theoretically, the males of Isracl were supposed to go there 
for the three great festivals of the Jewish year, Passover, 
Pentecost, and Tabernacles, and at least for the first. The 
women did not come under this rule,‘ but they often accom- 
panied their husbands or fathers. It was long supposed— 
following Lightfoot and Wetstein, who based their conclusion 
upon our Luke ii. 42—that twelve was the age when the young 
Jew became responsible to observe the regulations of the Torah. 
But it has since been shown that some partial obligation began 


‘ COLVII, 136 f7., 148, 150. 

) OXLVIG, 41, n. 1: “ But it is a long way from a may to a must.” 

+ Josephus, Vita, 52. 

‘The Babylonian Talmud (Chagiga, 1, 1) states that deaf people, 
idiota, children, eunuchs, bastards, and women are exempt from this 
journey, Cf. XCVIL, 46, and LXVL, ii, 1417. 
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much earlier. The end of childhood was defined, at the time 
we are dealing with, by the appearance of the first signs of 
puberty. Later, it was fixed at thirteen years of age, not 
twelve.! 

It is to one of these journeys of Jesus to the City and the 
Temple—perhaps the first—that the incident previously referred 
to, in Luke ii. 41/f., relates. Jesus is twelve years old, and 
goes with his parents to Jerusalem for the Passover.“ The 
days being fulfilled,” that is to say, at the end of the week 
dedicated to the festival, Joseph and Mary depart. They 
believe that their child is amongst the company of friends and 
neighbours who have made the pilgrimage with them (é tj 
avvod{q), and miss him only after a day’s journey. They then 
retrace their steps, and seck him for three days in the City, 
where he has remained. At last they find him in the Temple, 
surrounded by the doctors, listening to them and asking them 
questions, and delighting them with his intelligence and his 
replies. His parents are amazed. But when Mary tells him 
that she and his father have been looking for him in great 
anxiety, he replies: ‘‘ Why have ye sought me? Know ye 
not that I must be with my Father?” They do not under- 
stand, and take him away. He follows them obediently to 
Nazareth, “but his mother keeps all the words (zdvra ra 
épata) in her heart.” 

It will hardly be necessary to point out the intrinsic im- 
probabilities of this anccdote as it stands. With regard to the 
authenticity of its substance, the numbers, three and twelve, 
which appear in it, would be sufficient to arouse our suspicions. 
Three is the Messianic figure, and it was at the age of twelve 
that Solomon became king and burst into prophecy." At the 
same age, likewise, Danicl is supposed to have come into 
prominence,? and Moses, according tu the legend, to have 
separated himself from his family. It is, accordingly, to be 
feared that the twelve years of Jesus, in our text, represent 
rather a kind of formal convention than an authentic record, 
On the othcr hand, it is obvious that the redaction of Luke 
does not give the original form of the story, which must have 
been in existence before the development of the belicf in the 
Virgin Birth. In proof of this we have the amazement of the 
parents, awkwardly extenuated by Luke’s assertion that “ His 
mother kept all the words in her heart.” The opposition of 
“‘my Father " to “ thy father,” which is unintelligible to Mary 
and Joseph, is due to the pen of a redactor who “ knew " who 

: SXIK, ii, 426. + Josephus, Ant., 5, 10, 4 

* Ignatius, Magnes, 824 ¢ ‘Midrash on Exodus iv. 27. 
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the true father of the child was, and cannot possibly be part 
of the original account. Finally, the whole section is entirely 
in harmony with the spirit and aims of the Apocryphal Gospels. 
Its purpose is to show that the innate superiority of Jesus to 
the doctors, and his divine vocation, were manifest even before 
the great public revelation of them. The redactor has just said 
(ii. 40) that the child grew up, full of wisdom and the grace of 
God; the story comes in aptly to prove and illustrate this 
statement, and accordingly, he concludes it (ii. 52) with the 
simple repetition of the idea which suggested it. It is actually 
a preface to the gospel narrative proper, which begins imme- 
diately afterwards, 

If, as is only too apparent, the incident in Luke, of which 
there is no mention in the other Gospels, has no historical 
foundation, where did it come from ? We simply do not know. 
It has been suggested that it is an adaptation of some myth 
regarding the precocious manifestation of a hero, of which there 
are further echoes in the legends of Moses, Samuel,? Alexander,* 
Buddha,‘ and various others, but nothing very convincing has 
been said on the subject. It is possible that this isolated and 
improbable anecdote enshrines some reminiscence, but we are 
not in a position today to discern it. On the other hand, the 
purpose of the redactor who introduced it is plain. He wished 
to show that, from an early age, Jesus was impelled by his 
divine mission. 

It will be seen that the statement made at the beginning 
of this chapter is, unfortunately, well founded. Concerning 
the childhood of Jesus, his education, his physical, intellectual, 
moral, and religious development, we have no direct, specific, 
trustworthy, documentary evidence. Our only hope, and that 
a very modest one, is that what the Gospels relate of his public 
career will assist us in imagining to some extent what he may 
have been at the time when it began. 


1 Josephus, Ant., 2, 9, 6; Philo, Vita Mos., 1, 5. 
"1 Sum. ii, 26; XOVI, i, 324. * OLLI, i, 182. 
«XL 248 f.; COLXXKXV, 124, 146. * LXXXVI, 1 


CHAPTER VI 
THE ADVENT OF JESUS 
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Tue Initia Impuise - 





‘HE advent of Jesus, his appearance as the me nger of 
God, is doubtless to be explained by the combination of 

his religious temperament and one or more external influences, 
but since neither of these factors is known to us, we are not 
in @ position te explain, that is, to analyse, the phenomenon, 
The question, as it appears to us, did not, of course, interest 
the gospel writers. For them the advent of Jesus was a super- 
natural event, the fulfilment of God’s eternal purpose, whieh 
at once rendered any psychological explanation superfluous. 

We cannot but be struck, however, by one feature of the 
Synoptic tradition, namely, the anxious and slightly shocked 
amazement of the family of Jesus at the activities of the nabi. 
Mark iii. 21 relates that his immediate relatives (vé aug’ dutdu), 
that is to say, his motber and his brothers (iii. 81), on hearing 
of his preaching and the effect which it was having, went to 
Capernaum to seize him (xputijout dvrov) and bring him home 
by force, under the impression that he had gone out of his 
mind, This looks very much as if we were in the presence of 
one of those authentic recollections which the original disciples 
contributed to the tradition, and which became sulliciently 
deeply rooted therein to withstand both apologetic expurgations 
and Christological elaborations. This attitude of his family 
proves conclusively that his vocation was neither foreseen nor 
visibly foreshadowed in the circle in which his childhood and 
youth were spent, an impression which is to some extent con- 
firmed by the surprise which, according tu Mark vi. 2, the 
people of his native village displayed on hearing him preach, 
“Whence has he all that?” they ask, “And what is this 
wisdom which has been given to him?” Hence the tradition 
must have believed that it was not in his “ home country" 
that Jesus first revealed himself. 
It is not very helpfu) to attribute his advent, the shaping 
Ns 145 L 
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of his activity and his destiny, to “a complex of feelings and 
ideas which first arose under the influence of the miseries of 
Roman rule amongst the discontented inhabitants of Galilee,” * 
since it is precisely this complex which evades us, and which 
alone would reveal the exact origin and the true forms of the 
effect on Jesus of the discontent of his fellow-countrymen. 

The Synoptic writers closely connect the advent of the 
Nazarcne with the preaching of John the Baptist.2_ They 
inform us that Jcsus was attracted by the fame of the Baptist, 
and came, like so many others, to be baptized by the prophet 
on the banks of the Jordan, and that it was at this moment 
that his own vocation was revealed to him and became settled 
in his mind. Whether this view is correct, and we are to regard 
the mission of Jesus as in a way a result of that of the Baptist, 
is a large problem, and an extremely obscure one, and the 
innumerable disputes to which it has given rise have not con- 
tributed much to its illumination. It is one of those questions 
of gospel history which discourage and baffie investigation, and 
the number and variety of whose solutions—al! dangerously 
hypothetical—exhibit most clearly the futility of the efforts 
which, in the absence or disagreement of documentary evidence, 
so many critics have persisted in venturing, in the vain hope 

of surmising what we have no means of finding out. 

It has been maintained * that Jesus began his work of 
preaching before meeting with John the Baptist, inasmuch as 
its whole character, as described by the Gospels, was from the 
very beginning cntircly different from that of John, so that 
what they represent as the beginning of his career is mercly 
its continuation, Furthermore, the “ great reception” he 
receives from John is inexplicable except on the assumption 
that he is himself ‘ already a teacher of considerable repute.” 
Unfortunately, the “ great reception "’ referred to is entirely 
comprised in two verses of Matthew (iii. 14 and 15), in which 
John, before complying with Jesus’ request and baptizing him, 
protests that it is rather he who should receive baptism at the 
hands of the one who asks for it; and thesc two verses are 
definitely inspired by the purpose of the redactor, and are out 
of harmony with historical probability. It is also rash to base 
conclusions on divergences which, if real, may be due more to 
differences of disposition than to the development of different 
methods. Moreover, it is purely arbitrary to draw conclusions 














+ GCLXVUL, i, Pref., xiv.—For the whole question, see CLVI-a, ch. x. 
+ John, that ‘is, Jchanan, meaning “Jahweh is gracious,” was & 
very common name in Israel. 


*CLEVIIL, ch. v. 
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concerning anything before the beginning of the gospel narra- 
tive, since we have no information, not even an allusion, with 
regard to that period. Psychologically, Jesus seems to have 
been of the type, common enough in history, produced by an 
environment in which religious interests could take tyrannical 
and exclusive possession of the mind, and, in this particular 
case, in which obsession with the Messianic hope ereated a pre- 
disposition to an cestatic state. Under these conditions, the 
slightest impulse from without was suflicient to produce a sense 
of vocation, 

In the case of the mission of Jesus, it is pussible that this 
impulse may have come from John the Baptist. No hypothe 
has a better documentary foundation, since both the gospel 
traditions, the Synoptic and the Johannine, make the Baptism 
of Jesus the threshold of his public carcer. his does not, how- 
ever, place the point beyond doubt, because we have only to 
read our Gospels to see that their accounts of the Baptism are 
deliberately designed to settle the question of the relations 
between the two prophets in a manner favourable to the 
Messianic status of Jesus. We know that the Gospel of Marcion 
omitted the incident on the banks of the Jordan, and began 
with the going down of Jesus to Capernaum, and it has even 
been suggested that neither the original version of John nor 
Urmareus contained any reference to the Baptist at the begin- 
ning of their accounts.) The baptisin of Jesus by John may 
be a fact, but since it is very diflicult today not to admit that 
the accounts of it ure purely mythical, the creution of ercdal 
requirements rather than authentic bivgraphy,? it is hardly 
unreasonable to believe that the event itself might casily be 
Jegendary, and represent only an artificial preface to the Gospel? 
Our Synoptics are known to have been edited under the influ. 
ence of catechetical and cultual interests. It seems natural 
that they, or rather the tradition on which they depended, 
should deliberately have placed at the beginning of the ten- 
dentious composition which they designedly represented as the 
life of Jesus according to the Spirit, a story intended to explain 
and contirm what was, in the practice of their time, the initiatory 

1 CLXML, 4049. 

1 XXIV, i. 04; LXNXVI, 1519. Cf. WH. Gressmann, Mie Sage von 
der Taufe Jesu, wp. Z. f. Missionskunde und Keligionswissenschaft, 0% 
(1019), 86 ff. 

* For the opposite view. see CCLIX, 180, whose contid 
shared by the writer. (Cf. CCXXXIL, 84; CCXXIM, 76: CV, 180; XXIV, 
i, 83. The fatter concludes by saying that if Jesus did receive this 


baptism, it was only ag one of the crowd, without John's singling him 
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rite of the Christian life. It is no smal] cause for suspicion 
to see Goguel himself, although a strong supporter of the 
authenticity of the incident, accepting this obvious relation 
between the inauguration of the mission of Jesus and that of 
the Christian life of his followers,} and subsequently admitting 
that the gospel writers are open to the suspicion of having made 
the baptism of Jesus take on the appearance of the prototype 
of Christian baptism.* 

Our information about John the Baptist * is all contained 
in one passage of Josephus (Ant., 18, 5, 2) and about fifteen 
references in our Gospels.4 The Jewish chronicler, after having 
stated that the subjects of Herod Antipas saw in the defeat 
of their tetrarch by Aretas, the king of the Nabateans, the 
punishment of the crime which he had committed in putting 
John to death, tells us incidentally that this John was a good 
man (dyu6dv ddga), who gave the Jews valuable advice con- 
cerning the practice of virtue, picty and fair dealing. When 
they should have attained to the state to which he exhorted 
them, he offered them a baptism, to purify the body whose 
virtue had already cleansed the soul, and make them acceptable 
to God. He was cloquent, and the crowd flocked to hear him. 
Herod was disturbed by the interest which this preaching 
aroused amongst the people, and fearing the worst, that is to 
say, some movement against himself, tried to prevent it by 
having the preacher seized, imprisoned, and executed. Taken 
literally, the expression of Josephus, “to unite themselves by 
a baptism” (faxtip@ ovrévat), implics that the Baptist 
wished only to gather together, in a kind of a sect or order 
of a purely religious type, pious men, mainly recruited from 
amongst the anavim, the “ poor of Israel,’’ who were desirous 
of uniting in their expectation of the “day of Jahweh.” It 
is to be inferred that no political, or purely nationalistic, aims 
infected the teaching of the prophet, nor had he countenanced 
the desperate Messianic zealots who were so numerous in the 
Judaism of his time. We must however hesitate in accepting 
the exclusively spiritual nature of the movement, inasmuch as 
the veracity of Josephus is always doubtful when he is dealing 


\ CCLIX, 227. * CCLIX, 290. 

2 Three especially valuable works are: CCLIV, COXLY, and COLIX, 
First, Mark i. 2-1] and 14; ii. 18; vi. 14-29; xi. 30-83. Second, 
Mai iii, 7-1 Luke iii, 7-17; Matt. xi. 2-19; Luke vii, 18-27, 
31-85; xvi, 16; all supposed to be derived from Q. Third, Luke i. ; 
John i, 19-42; iii, 22-86; iv. 1-8; which are of uncertain origin. 
There has been much futile discussion regarding the different impressions 
of John and his preaching conveyed by Josephus and the Synoptics. 
cy. XMM, i, 103 * COLEX, 287 7. 
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with a Messianist. But on the other hand, there is no reliance 
to be placed in the corrections and additions which the frag- 
ments of the Slavonic version of the Jewish War are supposed 
to furnish.!| The gross historical errors of which they are full, 
together with their inconsistency, deprive them of any claim 
to serious consideration, and the various emendations to which 
their most recent, and staunchest, champion, Robert Kisler, 
has arbitrarily subjected them for the purpose of making them 
acceptable, have, in the opinion of the writer, rendered them 
worthless, 

Josephus, then, tells us nothing of what would be most. 
helpful in explaining the appearance of Jesus, but at least he 
vouches for the existence of the Baptist and the fact of his 
activity. His testimony, however, has not been universally 
accepted, and the adherents of the mythologieal view have 
denied the existence of John as stoutly as that of Jesus. 
Jensen, for instance, sces in the Baptist a reappearance of that 
Fabani who played a large part in the Babylonian cpic of 
Gilgamesh. Eabani, he points out, was clothed with hair, and 
lived among the cattle, feeding on herbs and various kinds of 
plants. Luke has merely taken the old poem and removed its 
marks of identification, in order to deceive us with his legend 
of the Baptist. Drews, after deciding ? that the texts offer only 
contradictions and obscuritics on the subject of John -the 
passage of Josephus just cited being, according to him, a Chris- 
tian interpolation—comes to the conclusion that this Johannes 
is no other than the Babylonian god Oannes (Ea), the water- 
god, * Wassermann und Taufgott,” and original) 
like Isaac and Samson. According to Luke i. 26 he pr 
by six months Jesus, the other solar deity, cach of the m, that 
is, representing half the year. Now, at the } 
annual course, the sun undergoes a baptism, sin 
the sign of Aquarius, then that of Pisces,.—But we will go no 
further. Our intention was only to give an idea of the fantastic 
arguments of those who deny John’s existence. There is no 
reason whatever to suspect Joscphus of having invented John 
the Baptist, and in our opinion there is no trace of a Christian 
hand in the redaction of the text in question. 

+ CLIX, ii, 1-144, for the positive case ; CCLIX, 28 ff., and 207 -802, 
for the negative. ¢Y. XIII, i, Appendix C, which gives an English 
translation of the passage relating to John. 

*COxIV, 8127. "CLL, 83 f. 

* On this much-discussed question, see LEXIV, i, 30-5, which observes 
justly that a Christian interpolator would have taken care to bring the 


passage into harmony with the Gospels, for instance, by introducing 
Jesus into it. 
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If, ruling out of the Synoptic narrative everything which 
has an obviously Christian purpose, we confine ourselves to its 
account of the essence of John's preaching, we shall find a very 
probable connexion between the inspiration of the new prophet 
and the Messianic hope. John announced the speedy advent 
of the Kingdom, or of the Reign of God, and the great puri- 
fication by fire which would precede the fulfilment of the 
Promise,! and he urged men to alter their way of life and bring 
it into conformity with the will of God. This change of heart 
(metanoia) would influence the Judge in their favour and be 
of advantage to them in the coming Day. The baptism of 
repentance (fdartoza peravolac) thus takes on the aspect of 
a symbolic purification in preparation for the advent of the 
Messiah.?_ It. is not improbable, however, that the Baptist, 
like the Pharisees,* said : “* Repent that the Kingdom may come,” 
instead of: “ Repent for the Kingdom is coming.” In any 
case, his emphasis was upon the threat of punishment rather 
than the announcement of “ good news.” 4 

Just as Josephus mentions the Baptist only in connexion 
with an event in the reign of Herod Antipas, and his relations 
with that monarch, the Gospels are only interested in the 
prophet. as officiating at the Baptism of Jesus, and, subse- 
quently, in the question of the contacts between the two 
teachers, or between their disciples. The result of this twofold 
bias is that the man himself remains unknown. We know 
neither whence he came nor what was the cause of his appear- 
ance, Luke (i. 5 f.) indeed relates a fine story about his miracu- 
lous birth (he was the offspring of two aged parents, the woman 
being barren), but the purpose of the gospel writer is so obvi- 
ously to make John subordinate to Jesus, by representing him 
as the latter's precursor,’ that we can have no faith in what 
he recounts. The attempt has becn made to salvage some 
seraps of his narrative, to maintain, for instance, the proba- 
bility of the belated birth of the Baptist in some priestly family, 
but the result is simply an arbitrary selection from a mass of 
tendentious legends. 

In attempting to account for John’s two main character- 
istics, the usc of baptism and the personal practice of asceticism, 
affiliations have been sought for him in Israel and elsewhere. 
Some have maintained that he belonged to the Essenes. His 
very name, the Baptist, is supposed to mean “the Essene,” 
the man who bathes every day in running water.* It is true 

1 For the origin of this idea and its place in Judaism, see COLIX, 40. 

* XCVIII, 7. + LEXIY, i, 34. * COXVI, 48. 

‘Luke i. 1697. 41 ff. 76. “XL, ii, 261. 
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that Josephus seems clearly to imply that he was connected 
with the Essenes, but his baptism appears to have been a rite 
undergone once and for atl by the “ converted,” the “ repen- 
tant,” rather than a daily practice according to Essene custom. 
Moreover, if he founded a sect it must, unless our texts conccal 
the most important facts, have strangely declined from the 
communism and ritual of the “ houses” of Engedi. Others * 
have associated him with the Baptist sects whose names, 
Hemerobaptists and Masbotheans, are supposed to have been 
preserved to us by Christian heresiologists, but about which 
we should have great difficulty in making any assertion, even 
that they really existed. Schiirer was even moved to suspect, 
and not without reason,* that the worthy Epiphanius had 
invented a sect with the Jewish custom of ritual ablutions. 
Tertullian (de Baptismo, 15) certainly said, “ Isracl, the Jew, 
washes every day, for every day he defiles himself.” * Still 
others have believed it certain that John belonged to that 
Nazorean sect mentioned by Epiphanius, because the Man- 
dgans, who call themselves Nazoreans, are supposed to be 
descended from him, and to have succeeded the sect from which 
he himself came. Unfortunatcly, the Mandean literature, of 
which certain critics * make a great deal, appcars to be so con- 
fused, so obscure, so composite, so mixed, so impossible to date 
in its various parts, at Icast for the present, and cither so vague 
in its terms or so general, so trite, exactly where it needs to 
be clear and precise, that it scems to the present writer quite 
unfit to be used as a basis of explanation. It is true that 
mention is made in it of John the Baptist, but nothing is said 
which implies any other source of information than our Gospels 
themselves.* Possibly a carcful and unbiased critical study of 
the Ginzd (the Treasure), the principal Mandean book, may 
yield valuable information. Until that is done any conclusion 
based upon it can only be conjectural. 

All these unfounded attempts to place the Baptist explain 
nothing and may be ignored. He belongs clearly to the great 
Jewish prophetic tradition; he appeared and uttered his 


1 LEXIV, i, 34. On the Essenes, cf. vol. xxviii of this series, From 
the Prophets to Jesus, last part. ; 

411, 821 ; CCXLVI, 382, who is especially concerned with Samaritan 
baptists. Cf. OCLIK, 108 7. 

¥ ii, 577. 

<" Kal” fuégav fartiSépevor,” says Epiphanius, Haer., 17. Cf. 
CXCIV, 70-85. f ; 

* The contributors to LVI, in general, and especially Reitzenstein. 

* An abundant bibliography and an exhaustive wtudy of the question 
will be found in OCLIX, 1187. 
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message because he felt that the Spirit of Jahweh had breathed 
upon him—an impression which it is always easier to record 
than to analyse. His experience was not an isolated one in 
those times. The hermit Bannos, with whom Josephus spent, 
as he tells us, three years (Vita, 2), clothed and fed himself 
on what the trees supplied, “for the sake of purity’ (xgé¢ 
dyvelay), and he also practised frequent ablutions. To be sure, 
he did not attain the same notoriety as the Baptist appears to 
have done, but other enthusiasts of more or less the same type 
had better success, as we are reminded by the question of the 
Roman centurion who arrested Paul at Jerusalem in the midst 
of the tumult of the populace: “ Art thou not that Egyptian 
who didst latcly incite a disturbance, and didst lead out into 
the wilderness four thousand Sicarii ?’’ (Acts xxi. 88). 

All these fanatics went out into the wilderness. Accord- 
ingly, it is ‘‘ in the wilderness ” (év tf dorm) that Mark (i. 4) 
puts John the Baptist in the beginning. Matthew (iii. 1), in 
an attempt at exactitude, specifies that it is the “ wilderness 
of Juda” (Zenuoc tijc Jovdaiac), but this is an error, for he 
adds (iii. 6) that John baptized ‘in the Jordan ” those who 
flocked to hear him from Jerusalem and all Judsa, and the 
whole of the country about the river. The desert of Judah is 
a forbidding region on the north-western edge of the basin in 
which the Dead Sea lies, a land of complete desolation, which 
may be scen from the top of Mount Olivet, and through which 
passes the unpleasant traverse from Jcrusalem to Jericho. The 
wilderness which Mark means is unquestionably the lower valley 
of the Jordan, near the Dead Sea. Sand and stones are not 
completely victorious here. There is grass, dense brush, 
tamarisks, tall reeds, even real trees, especially the Euphrates 
poplar,? and on the banks of the river the vegetation becomes 
so luxuriant that, at the very place to which local tradition 
assigns, rightly or wrongly, the scene of the Baptism,? the 
famous water-course might be mistaken for some great Euro- 
pean river. It is “‘ the wilderness” because it has no settled 
inhabitants, except those of a Greek monastery, and of the 
inevitable shacks for the entertainment of pilgrims, which do 
not date from the time of John. Josephus (B.J., 8, 10, 7) 
could truly say that before emptying itself into the sea, the 
Jordan crossed “‘an extensive wilderness” (odd donylav). 
The prophet probably wandered about the whole belt of country 
which stretches between Jericho and the river, and no doubt 

+ CXCVINL, 118 7. 
isn the uncertainties of the tradition on the point, see CXCVII, 
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crossed occasionally to the left bank, since, if Herod Antipas 
had him arrested, it could only have becn in Perea, the territory 
over which he ruled. It is futile to attempt to be more precise. 
John iii. 28 informs us that it was “at Enon near Salim" 
that John baptized, because he found plenty of water there,! 
but according to Euscbius this locality was situated far to the 
north in the valley of the Jordan, almost as high up as Seytho- 
polis (Beisan), that is, on the borders of Galilee. Certainly, 
there is nothing to prevent the Baptist from having gone as 
far up as that, but when it is observed that Aidy means 
“ springs,” and Zadecy, “ peace,” it rather suggests that the 
writer of the Gospel took the Forerunner to “the springs of 
peace for purely symbolical reasons. It is, incidentally, 
surprising that the Apocryphal Gospels made no effort to give 
the exact location of the place to which the baptism of John 
attracted Jesus. They content themselves with saying ‘on 
the Jordan.” * 

There is nothing peculiar about the mode of life which the 
Synoptics attribute to the Baptist. He was “clad in camel's 
hair, with a leather girdle about his loins, and his food was 
locusts and wild honey ” (Mark i. 6). This was the traditional 
prophetic garb.* Elijah, according to 2 Kings i. 8, was “a 
hairy man, wearing a skin robe, and a girdle of leather about 
his loins.’* His food is that of a man who has withdrawn from 
ordinary life and lives on what chance provides. To cat locusts 
was not an eccentricity. Leviticus xi. 22 sanctioned four 
varieties, of which the people of the country still make use.‘ 
The honey may have been really the product of wild bees, 
which is several times mentioned in the Old Testament (for 
example, in Deut. xxxii. 18), and which, according to Josephus 
(B.J., 4, 8, 3), was plentiful in the country of the Jordan, or 
it may have been the sugary sap of certain trees.’ Alt the 
items belong to the resources of a solitary existence. Although 
John may, according to Saint Jerome, have sct the example 
of a hermit life, he docs not seem to have desired to make 
anchorites, but only penitents. 

His baptismal rite is a matter of great uncertainty. We 


1 OXX, 59; CCXLY, 82.  OXLIZ, 103. 

1 Zech. xiii. 4: xai édvoorra dégow torzloy»—" and they will be clad 
in a skin covered with hair.” 

‘It is amusing to note that the Apocryphal Gospels, improving 
on the asceticism of John, removed the locusts from his dict on the 
grounds that he was supposed never to have eaten meat. 

* Diodorus Sic., Bibl. hist., 19, 04; Gospel of the Ebionites, in XXIII, 
no. 8, p. 10. Cf. XCVIM, 8, and LXVI, i, 100. 

Ie, i, 171, gives a review of the opinions held in Germany. 


154 THE LIFE OF JESUS 


do not even know how he administered it, nor what part he, 
personally, took in the ceremony. Whether the penitent him- 
self plunged into the water, after having announced his meta- 
noia,’ whether John pronounced any invocation or prayer over 
the baptized, are questions to which we can give no reply. It 
is known that the practice of the lustral bath was common in 
Isracl. Leviticus (xi-xv.) and Numbers (ix.) give numerous 
cases of defilement in which the Jew must wash his clothing 
and his body. Certain sects, notably that of the Essenes, 
attached a special importance to this rite (which was at once 
a symbol and an act of literal purification) for they repeated 
it. every day.? Morcover, probably as early as the time with 
which we are dealing, a baptism formed part of the ceremony 
by which prosclytes were joined to the seed of Abraham,? But. 
the baptism of John differs from all these in that it is appar- 
ently administered only once, and to Jews, and is connected 
with a general moral reformation and not with a special puri- 
fication. Josephus and the Gospels are at one on this point, 
Unfortunately, they differ as to the true value of the rite, the 
first regarding it as merely a symbol of a moral event, the 
others representing it as endowed with an actual efficacy against. 
sin, undoubtedly with Christian baptism in mind. It seems 
likely that John saw in the immersion which he practised noth- 
ing more than the outward and visible sign of the purification 
of the soul by metanoia. But we cannot be certain, for he 
must have known the passage of Ezekiel xxxvi. 25, in which 
it is written: “And I will sprinkle clean water upon you; 
from all your filthiness and from all your idols ye shall be clean,” 
and he might casily have derived from this the idca of a sacra- 
mental virtue for his rite. It has been held, indeed, that he 
did so,“ but we have no means of knowing. 

Josephus does not say much about the success of the pro- 
phet, but in Mark i. 5 it is stated that “ All the country of 
Judea went out unto him, and all they of Jerusalem.” Matthew 
iii, § adds “ all the region which is about the Jordan,” and Luke 
iii, 7 and 10 speaks of “ crowds *’ (éyAo:), and iii. 15 and 21 
of “the people’ (Aad) as flocking to baptism. All these 
impressive phrases really indicate vagueness and uncertainty. 


1 OKXIV, 4. On the meaning of the word sstdvoia, its origin, etc., 
see XOVII, 7. 

» Josephus, B.J.,2, 8,8; on Bannos: Vita, 2.—Regarding the Jewish 
practice of baptiam, cf. XCVIIL, 7; XXIX, iii, 129. 

* On this Pharisaic baptism, see LXXIV, i, 86f.; CVI, 88; CXCIV, 
CLIX, 187, n. 4. 

* XXXVO, 25; CCKLY, 88. For the discussion of the subject, see: 
TH, 281 and CCXLVI, 282; XLJ, 166; XXIV, i, 90. 
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It is hard to imagine the Pharisaic lawyers, the cautious Sad- 
ducees, and the Temple personnel, who were naturally not very 
well disposed towards enthusiasts, going out to seck a baptism 
of doubtful purity at the hands of a dangerous fanatic. Luke 
(vii. 80) shows an appreciation of this fact, when he states that 
the Pharisees and doctors of the Law refused to be baptized 
In our ignorance of the facts, we may nevertheless regard it 
as probable that the proclamation of the expected Kingdom 
would create a certain amount of excitement amongst the “ am- 
haareg," the poor people, many of whom were pious folk, and 
that hope, and also curiosity, which is always to be reckoned 
with in the East, would lead a considerable number of them 
to flock to the new prophet. 

The great question for us is whether Jesus was really of 
their number. The account of the Baptism given, with more 
or less interesting variations, in our three Synoptics (Mark i. 
9-11; Matt. iii. 18-17; Luk 21-2) offers plenty of problems 
for the commentators, but it will not detain us, because its 
central purpose, which is to prove that Jesus was filled with 
the Spirit of God, and chosen by heaven for the office of Messiah, 
and its miraculous details—(the heavens opening, the dove 
descending, the divine voice uttering a verse of the 
—are al] unhistorical. What we should like to know is whether 
Jesus actually came to the baptism of John, and felt there the 
stirring of his vocation, and whether he became, and under 
what circumstances, and for how long, the disciple of the 
Baptist. On all these points, interpretations, hypotheses, and 
assertions naturally abound ; but on none of them have we 
any positive knowledge. 

It has been claimed that Jesus had known John before his 
Baptism, and even that they had worked togethcr in Perma. 
The protest of the Baptist in the account of Matthew iii. 14 
(“It is I who should be baptized of thee, and comest thou to 
me ?”) is supposed to prove that he was well acquainted with 
Jesus before that event. What it does prove, primarily, is 

1 This is confirmed by Matt. xxi. 82, which states that only publicuns 
and harlots believed John (of é¢ teddwat xal al adgrat enlovensay duti), 
that is to say, * unclean” people. , 

1 Taa, xiii. 1, according to the words usually attributed to the voice : 
“‘ Thou art my beloved son, in thee I am well pleased’; but Ps. ii. 7, 
in the very interesting variant of Codex D: “Thou art my son, this 
day have I begotten thee,” which exhibits a stage of the Christological 
development in which it was believed that Jesus had been adopted 
by God at the Baptism. Cf. XCVIL, 55; CXLU, 121, n. 2; LXXXV, 
182 f.; XCVI, i, 828 (for references to the Christian Fathers and bibli- 
ography); and CII, i, 411 and note 5. 

* CCLYH, 151 f. 
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the anxiety of the gospel writer to attribute to the Forerunner 
an attitude of deference. Of course, it is not impossible for 
the two prophets to have come from the same sect, whether 
that of the Nazoreans or some other,’ and, in that case, the 
Baptism of Jesus, if it is to be regarded as at all historical, 
would be only an incident in his career. But documentary 
evidence is lacking. There is not a passage to support the 
theory of any connexion between John and Jesus prior to the 
meeting of which the Baptism was the occasion. No account 
can be taken of the Lucan legend of the relationship between 
Mary and the alleged mother of the Baptist, Elizabeth (Luke 
i, 86), because it contradicts all the rest of the Synoptic tradi- 
tion. To ilhistrate this, we need only compare Luke i. 89, 45 
and 56, in which Mary and Elizabeth share the Messianic 
tidings, with Mark iii. 20 f,, in which his family come to attempt 
to lay hold of Jesus, because they think he is out of his mind. 
On the other hand, there is absolutely nothing in the attitude 
attributed to the two men at the time of the Baptism and 
afterwards, to indicate that they were cousins and had known 
each other from infancy. It may very well be that Luke 
borrowed the first portions of his story * from a legend about 
the Baptist, but he adapted it in his own fashion so as to make 
it prove the subordination, we may say, the explicit subordina- 
tion, of John to Jesus. This adaptation gives us the full 
development of the legend of the Forerunner. Mark says noth- 
ing about it directly but he foreshadows it in making John 
exclaim (i. 7): “ There cometh one mightier than I after me, 
the latchet of whose shoes [ am not worthy to stoop down 
and unloose.”” Matthew iii. 13 introduces the Baptist’s scruples 
about receiving the baptism at the hands of Jesus, of which 
mention has already been made. John i. 26 f. puts into his 
mouth a speech in which he announces the coming of one after 
him, whom he later (i. 88) recognizes as soon as he appears. 
In Luke i. 41 the Forerunner, while yet unborn, responds to 
the proximity of “the one who is to come”: ‘And when 
Elizabeth heard the salutation of Mary, the child leaped in her 
womb, and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Ghost." The 
few references found in the Synopties to the relations between 
John and Jesus are irreconcilable with the story of their inti- 
macy, as also with that of the proclamation by the one of the 
Messiahship of the other.* They do not corroborate the account 
of the Baptism of Jesus, and if this omission is not altogether 

) Which is the idea favoured by CLXH, 404 ff. 

? KF, Jackson, Josephus and the Jews, London, 1980, 265 ff. 

* GIL, i, 398. 
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inexplicable, it is none the less very surprising, for it is natura] 
to expect that John the Baptist, sending to ask one whom he 
regarded either as his rival or his successor (Matt. xi. 2/f.), for 
some explanations regarding himself and his work, would recall 
the occasion of their first meeting. Whether this inquiry is 
historical or imaginary, such a reminder would be equally in 
lace, 

y The only argument which can, in reality, be put forward 
in favour of the Baptism of Jesus by John, is that it would 
be herd to understand why the tradition should gratuitously 
have saddled itself with an incident so troublesome to Chris- 
tology, and have substituted it for the actual facts of the 
entrance of Jesus upon his public career (which must have been 
known to the original disciples) if it had not been based upon 
a definite and incontestable recollection, which they could not 
discard. If Jesus went to the baptism of John, it could not 
have been like his compatriots, in a state of repentance, for 
the purpose of preparing himself for the Great Day whose 
advent the prophet was proclaiming. To admit that he came 
to it, appears to imply that he felt, like the others, the necessity 
of metanoia, and also to place him, in a way, in a subordinate 
position to the Baptist, beth of which beliefs were equally 
Tepugnant to the Christians of the time of our Gospels,? and 
which their account of the event of the Baptism seems expressly 
designed to confute.* The solution which ultimately prevailed, 
and which is incorporated in the Roman catechism, was that 
Jesus had himself baptized in ‘order to consecrate the water 
and endow it with sacramental powcr, that is to say, in order 
to institute the rite of Baptism. Surcly, if the incident had 
not really taken place, the simplest way would have been not 
to invent it. However, since the simplest way is not always 
the one chosen by the gospel editors, and their deeper motives 
are not always visible to us, it would be rash to deduce from 
this any positive conclusion, and we can only say that it appears 
probable that Jesus came to the baptism of John. 

We must, moreover, observe, on the other hand, that Q, 
though including the Baptist and his preaching of repentance, 

: CCLIX, 63. 

*“ Ergo peccavit Christus, quia baptizatus est," writer Manes, in 
Acta Archelai, 60. Cf. CXLI, 110ff. By way of contrast we may 
quote this curious fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrews, preserved 
by Saint Jerome, C. Pelag., iii, 2: “ Ecce mater domini et fratres cjus 
dicebant ei : Joannes baplista baptizat in remixsionem pecculorum, eamus 
et baptizemur ab eo. Dixit autem eis: Quid peccavi, ut vadam et baptizer 
ab co? Nisi forte hoc ipsum quod dizi ignorantia est.” 

* OM, i, 407; CLXXXI, i, av0 7. 
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does not appear to have mentioned the baptism of Jesus, and 
that, consequently, it is not unreasonable to hold that the whole 
legend, in substance as well as in form, came from the Hellen- 
istie community, which might have composed it under the 
influence of its own liturgy, to represent the ceremonial investi- 
ture of Jesus with the Messiahship.! 

Assuming, however, that the Nazarene did come to the 
baptism of John, we are confronted by the question of its 
significance for him. Did he then receive the inner revelation 
of his prophetic ion?? Did he have a vision, in which 
was suddenly resolved a long and obscure working of his mind, 
possibly as mysterious to him as to us? A psychologist would 
say that it was very probable ; the historian must confess that 
he cannot tell. 








I 
AFTER THE Baptism 


According to the Synoptic tradition, the Spirit which took 
possession of Jesus at the moment of his baptism drove him 
into the wilderness, where in solitude, amidst terrible tempta- 
tions, his vocation matured. (Mark i. 12-13, and Syn.) He 
began to preach only after the arrest of the Baptist, at 
least, on the testimony of Mark (i. 14) and Matthew (iv. 12), 
for Luke (iv. 14) does not mention John in this connexion. 
Henceforth he did no more than repeat what was probably the 
theme of his predecessor: “ The time is fulfilled and the King- 
dom of God is at hand; repent ye, and believe in the gospel 
(Mark i. 15). 

The incident of the temptation is completely legendary, and 
cach of our three Synoptists has embroidered the main theme 
as he saw fit. The accounts of Matthew (iv. 1-11) and Luke 
(iv. 1-18) are sheer hagiographical imagination. But it is 
reasonable to ask whether, under the all too obvious fiction, 


+ LXXXVI, 153. Goguel writes (CLVI-a, 251) “ that it is impossible 
to cast any doubt upon” the baptism of Jesus at the hands of John, 
We are far from being so easily convinced. 

* It is to be noted that the descent of the 
no more, according to the Jewish belief, than “ a speci 
work.” " It is in this way that the Spirit affects Gideon (Judges vi. 84), 
Jephthah (Judges xi. 29), Samson (Judges xiii. 25), Saul (1 Sam, x. 6, 10), 
ete. and it is certainly in this way that Acts x. 87 ff. indicates the 
Baptism of Jesus when it asserts that he has been anointed with the 
Holy Ghost and divine power (cis dyeiey dvrér 6 Beds mvevpari dyle xai 
urd). 
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there might not be some truth; whether this supposed with- 
drawal to the wilderness might not reflect the actual know- 
ledge that Jesus did not begin to preach immediately after his 
baptism ; whether, in short, this space of forty days (a con- 
ventional number, used “ at random” by the Jews “ in their 
writings and traditions")? does not represent an indefinite 
period of private preparation of which nothing was known.? 
Here, again, the absence of documentary evidence reduces 
our curiosity to impotence. If the tradition had really pre- 
served the memory of a kind of period of doubt before the 
beginning of the public life of Jesus, the gospel writers have 
placed this recollection in a very different light. As soon as 
faith arrived at the idea that the Messianic consecration coin- 
cided with the Baptism, the myth of the Temptation arose to 
satisfy the accepted belief—which is cmbodied in the Apoca- 
lypse—that the Messiah had to strive with Satan and vanquish 
him.* For the Jews (Isa. xiii, 21; xxxiv. 14 f.; Lev. xvi.) 
as for the Egyptians, the favourite habitution of the powers 
of evil was the wilderness, It is to be noted that the incident 
does not occur in John, an omission which throws a clear light 
on the purpose of the Synopties. For the Fourth Gospel, Jesus, 
being the incarnation of the eternal lugos, was ipso facto muster 
of all the powers of the underworld. The cestusy of the man 
of God in solitude ® is a well-known theme, und it is possible 
that at least two oriental myths, that of Zarathustra and that 
of Buddha, influcnced the gospel account. Zarathustra,* too, 
was thirty ycars old when }’ohu mano, god as mind and spirit, 
descended into him. At the same time he was tempted by 
Angra Mainyu, the principle of evil, who offered him dominion 
over the world if he would but renounce the law and service 
of Ahura-Mazda. The Bodhisatva, the future Buddha, also 
underwent a temptation by Mara, the Evil Onc, und his band. 
Tt is recounted at length in Lalita Vistara, xxi,’ and its similarity 
to that of Jesus is undeniable.* This resemblance, however, 
does not mean that the Synoptic legends were copies, or even 
conscious imitations, but merely that they were influenced by 
themes well known and widely disseminated in the East. 











1 XVI, ii, 134. Moscs remains upon Sinai forty days und forty 
nights (Exod, xxxiv. 28); Elijah takes forty days and forty nights tu 
reach Horeb (1 Kings xix. 8). 

*See CLEXVI, 611, for the quite unfounded theory of Westberg, 
who proposes to substitute ten years - the forty days. 

> CHL, i, 185. * XXIV, i, +x, 33, 

* XLVIM, 70; CCL, 177. Texts % to be found in CCLEXKYV, 221 ff. 

* COLEXXY, 162 9. 

* CCLVII, 50. For the opposed view, XLI, 247. 
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According to Mark, it was during this period of Jesus’ 
meditation that the Baptist disappeared at the command of 
Herod Antipas.! Then, seeing that the great voice ‘crying 
in the wilderness ” had been silenced, and feeling it impossible 
to leave the imminent Kingdom with no one to proclaim it, 
the Nazarene is supposed, in his turn, to have lifted up his 
voice and announced his mission. Thus John was, if we may 
so put it, the threefold cause of the appearance of Jesus: (1) 
the fame of the prophet drew him from his village, and led 
him, already deeply stirred, to the banks of the Jordan; (2) 
the baptism revealed to him his vocation ; (8) the arrest of 
John put an end to his doubts, and thrust him into the path 
perforce abandoned by the stormy preacher. This course of 
development, which seems consistent enough in all its parts, 
has a very human quality which recommends it to the historian 
as well as to the psychologist. But unfortunately there is 
nothing to support it except the interpretation of a few verses, 
which in reality may have quite a different meaning, and an 
inference implicit in the gospel narrative. 

To accept it disposes at once of the much discussed ques- 
tion of the personal relations between Jesus and the Baptist 
after the Baptism. Inasmuch as Mark i. 12 states that the 
Spirit at once (ei@éc) drove the newly-baptized Jesus into the 
wilderness (xai ef@ig té avetpa duty éxpdddec ele ti Eonuor) 
there can be no question of his having tarried with John 
at all. There is reason, however, to be somewhat mistrust~ 
ful of the impression conveyed by Mark on this point. 
“ Sayings " attributed to Jesus concerning the Baptist and his 
disciples are scattered throughout the gospel narrative, and it 
is impossible to consider them as a whole? without becoming 
convinced that the original Christian community took a great 
and constant interest in these people,? and must have owed 
them a great deal—possibly, for instance, the practices of fast- 
ing and common prayer, and certainly the institution of baptism 
itself, adapted to their own requirements. The legend of the 
Forerunner is essentially an adoption of John by the Christian 
scet.4 Does it not look as if Jesus simply came from John’s 
following, as if he had been an actual disciple of the Baptist, 
and his own movement were a kind of offshoot and successor 
of the other? These questions may, of course, be asked 
whether or not we accept the historical truth of the incident 
of the Baptism. They have, however, no answers except those 
based upon personal impressions, for there is no documentary 

‘ XXIX, i, 497 97. * Cf. CCLIX, ch. ii, and ch. iii, 1. 

* CXCIIL, 46. * XXIV, i, 90. 
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evidence which definitely solves them.!| The reasoning which 
claims to include John, his disciples, and Jesus, under the title 
of Nazarenes, as indicative of their original and fundamental 
fellowship,* is very dubious. The name is not in itself clear 
enough to serve as the sole basis for a conclusion of such im- 
portance, and it would be difficult to find, apart from that, 
the smallest proof of this contention. 

It may, indeed, be judged that the similarity asserted by 
our Gospel between the essential features of the preaching of 
John and of Jesus, proves that there was a spiritual relation- 
ship between the two prophets.* But to declare as decidedly 
as certain modern critics have done, that “ Jesus was, for a 
period of which it is, unfortunately, impossible to cstimate the 
duration, even approximately [sic], the disciple of John the 
Baptist,” ¢ we should have to add to the paltry fragments of 
information which may still linger in the passages just referred 
to, and a few others,® a personal conviction which the present 
writer cannot fecl. How are we to be sure that John really 
said the things attributed to him by the Gospels? Even if 
he did, however, say them, and Jesus repeated them after him, 
that hardly justifies us in concluding that they both united in 
saying them for a certain period in Galilee or clsewhere—who 
knows ?—and that during that time Jesus was the disciple of 
the Baptist. 

Granting this relation of disciple and master between the 
two prophets, their separation has to be explained. The 
execution, or at least the imprisonment, of the Baptist might, 
perhaps, suffice. Jesus would continue alone the work begun 
by his master, and at first followed along with him. The 
objection to this is that he seems to have continucd it quite 
differently, to have adopted different ways, to have spoken 
with a different emphasis, and to have employed different 
methods.* He leaves the desert and travels round the towns 
of Galilee; he mingles with the life of the people, abandons 
ascetic practices, and refuses to baptize. Renan, who doubted 
this last point,” was unquestionably mistaken. In the first 


+ CLEXVI, 801; CCKXXIL 18; COXLY, 114; CCLIX, 235, 252 9. 
* CLXVI, 14; CXLY, 26. 
iv. 17; Mark vi. 32; Matt. x.7; Luke ix. 2; 
x9; passages in which Jesus is supposed to repeat the phrases previously 
uttered by the Baptist (Mark i. 4; Matt. iii. 2). 
“ COLIX, 235. 





* Goguel reviews them all, and treats them with an indulgence 
which in the opinion of the present writer they hardly deserve.—C/. 
CLYVI-«, 24¢-61. 

*L-a, i, 173. * CLXVUI, 107. 
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place, there is not a passage of the Synoptics which shows us 
Jesus either performing or preaching baptism, with the excep- 
tion, of course, of the famous: ‘Go ye therefore and teach 
all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,”’ which is put by Matthew 
(xxviii. 19) into the mouth of the risen Christ, and which no 
judicious critic for a moment regards as authentic. In the 
second place, we have in John iv. 2 a perfectly conclusive state- 
ment: ‘ Jesus himself baptized not, but his disciples.” The 
gospel writer would never have said that, at a time when 
baptism had become an indispensable rite of initiation into 
Christianity,’ and its institution had necessarily to be ascribed 
to the Lord himself, if the evidence of the tradition had not 
compelled him to do so. His assertion has all the more weight 
in that it appears in the form of a correction, for the editor has 
already said (iii. 22) that Jesus baptized (xal éSdmriter), and 
{iv. 1) that he made and baptized more disciples than John 
had done. These statements have been made with his mind 
on the results of the preaching of Jesus, and the custom which, 
in his own time, would have consecrated them, and not on the 

ersonal practice of the Lord, and when he thinks of the latter 
he at once corrects himself.2 If Jesus was for some time the 
disciple and companion of John, he may, like him, have bap- 
tized, but of that we are completely ignorant. All that we 
know is, that when he began to act on his own account, he 
did not make use of baptism. 

The reasons which might have severed the association of 
the two preachers, and have caused the kind of difference which 
distinguishes them, have been sought in our Gospels, and it 
has even been believed that they had been found. The writer, 
however, is completely sceptical of this discovery, and will 
therefore say nothing on the subject, beyond referring the reader 
to a book in which it is set forth with great confidence and 
ingenuity. There seems to us no means of finding out whether 
John and Jesus preached together, or whether they separated, 


1 Cf. the pronouncement attributed to Jesus by John iii. 5: “ Except 
a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God.” 

“Renan held that our John iv. 2 was only a secondary gloss, but 
‘as such, there would be no point in it. 

* COLIX, 28777. We are compelled to say that Goguel’s thesis 
is more like & new edifice than a restoration. The use which he makes 
of the texts seems to strain them unduly, and to insert into their frag- 
mentary accounts considerations which belong to "> 
rather than to verifiable history, and are always disputable because 
they are largely subjective. 
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or why, and we can only envy those to whom the situation 
appears less obscure. 

Our first conclusion concerning this crucial problem of the 
advent of Jesus is that it is a clear and particularly telling 
illustration of the gulf that is set between our curiosity and 
the facts, by uncertain, vague, and inconsistent documents, 
which are capable of the most diverse interpretations, and may 
be used to support or to contradict, at will, the most dissimilar 
theories. Our second is that it is better to resign ourselves to 
ignorance than to imagine what we wish to know. There is 
a possibility that the vocation of Jesus was determined in some 
Messianic sect; there is a possibility that he awoke to his 
mission at the baptism of John; there is a possibility that he 
may have been, if one cares to put it that way, a disciple of 
the Baptist, that is to say, that his impulse was derived, in a 
manner of which we know nothing, from the obscure precedent 
established by the Baptist sect. This last possibility may 
perhaps even be ranked as a probability. But on the whole, 
we are so completely ignorant on the essential points, between 
us and the recollections which possibly still existed in the time 
of our Gospels there is such a tangle of thorny undergrowth, 
that we can, in truth, no longer find our way. Of that which 
appears to us as possible or probable, perhaps no portion is 
true, and it is the part of wisdom to admit that the final verdict 
of criticism is that the true explanation of what happened is 
for ever denied us. 


CHAPTER VII 
JESUS AT THE TIME OF HIS PUBLIC CAREER 


T would be of the greatest interest to us to have some definite 

information regarding the personality of Jesus, his physical 
and mental characteristics, but unfortunately, the first Chris- 
tians took no interest in these essential biographical details, 
or, at any rate, they paid no attention to them, 


Tue Persona APPEARANCE OF JESUS 


No description of the person of Jesus has come down to us, 
except in wholly unauthenticated legends of s much later 
period. These legends were based upon two traditions, which 
arose, one after the other, out of considerations quite unrelated 
to the facts of his history. The more ancient of the two grew 
out of the belief that Jesus had chosen to assume upon earth 
a lowly guise, an idea which was founded upon the famous pas- 
sage of Isaiah (liii. 2-8), in which the Servant of Jahweh is 
described as the meanest of men, a figure totally devoid of 
beauty or impressiveness. Hence it was that Justin could 

write * that Christ “ was manifested without beauty or dignity, 
as said Isaiah, David, and all the Scriptures,” Ireneus * char- 
acterizes him as infirmus and ingloriosus, and even indecorus. 
Clement of Alexandria, arguing that true beauty is not physical, 
does not fail to remind us that the Lord was not beautiful in 
the flesh,* a belief to which he several times refers,® sT 
improves upon it by adding that Jesus was small, i-favoured 
and insignificant." Commodian, writing for the genera] public, 

1 They have been collected and studied by von Dobschiitz, Christus- 
bilder, and, more recently, by G. Miller, Die leibliche Gestalt Jesu Christi 
nach der schrifilichen und monumentalen Uriradition, 1909. See also the 
same i aaars Chrkstusbilder, in BE, iv, 68 f., and CXLH, 811 7. 

*Har., 4, 88, 12; cf. 8 19, 2. * Paedag., 8, 1, 8. 

+ Strom., 5, 2, 22; 8, 17, 108; 6, 17, 151. 

“Contra Celsum, 6, 75: pocgdy xai dvonbic xal dysvrdc. 
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declares that, on the evidence of Isaiah, he was of humble and 
Mean appearance, and looked like a slave: 


“ Hune ipsum Esaias humilem denuntiot esse 
Et nimis dejectum, fuerit quasi servi figura.” © 


Tertullian, Saint Cyprian, Hippolytus, etc., were all of the same 
opinion." A very early tradition goes still further, and claims 
that the Lord was a leper.* 

The Olympian ideal of the coincidence of beauty and divinity 
was, however, too widely disseminated for simple-minded 
believers to picture Christ otherwise,‘ and the sarcophagi often 
display a flattering representation of him. -In order the better 
to convey his greatness, he is naively represented as much taller 
than those who are speaking to him or who surround him.* 
There was, morcover, another passage, Psalm xlv. 2, which 
could be cited against that of Isaiah: ‘“ Thou art fairer than 
the children of men, grace is poured into thy lips.” From the 
time of Clement of Alexandria, the controversy was in full 
swing, and contradictory assertions abounded, with no! 
promise of a satisfactory solution. The dispute actually lasted 
until the fourth and fifth centuries, with great animation on 
both sides, but the partisans of ugliness eventually lost ground. 
They numbered amongst them, indeed, Basil and Cyril of 
Alexandria, who did not hesitate to maintain, with his custo- 
mary extravagance, that Christ was “the ugliest of the chil- 
dren of men"; but they had against them Gregory of Nyssa, 
John Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome, Theodorct, 
and all the practice of iconographic art. They werc, accord- 
ingly, practically vanquished, but their defeat merely represents 
the triumph of Psalm xlv. over Isaish liii., and adds nothing 
to our knowledge of the appearance of Jesus. 

There is not much to be expected of the supposed portraits 
and descriptions, which had varying fortunes during antiquity 
and the Middle Ages, and some of which have come down to 
us. Their production began very early. The Carpocratian 
Gnosties, according to Ireneus,’ possessed some, and Eusebius 


1 Carmen apolog., 885 ff. 

* Tertullian, De carne Chr., 9; Cyprian, Testimon., 2, 18; Hippo- 
lytus, De Antichr., 44; of. Acta Petri, 24; Oracula Sib., vil, 256 ff 

? 205. 


“Le Blant, Les sarcophages chrét. de la Gaule, Introd., vii. 
* Le Blant, op. cit., 20, nos. 19, 20, and 21. 
1 Strom. 2; 5, 21," Other references ta OXEXD, 912, 
Har., 1, 25,6: “. .. imagines quasdam quidem dept: a 
autem et de reliqua materia fabricatas ... dicentes formam Christ 
factam a Pilato, illo in tempore quo fuit Jesus cum hominibus.” 
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knew others,! as also did Saint Augustine,* who testifies both 
to the absence of any authentic picture of Christ (qua fuerit tlle 
facie nos penitus ignoramus) and to the variety of the imaginary 
likenesses (dominica facies carnis innumerabilium cogitationum 
diversitate variatur et fingitur). Of these pseudo-portraits, 
almost all those which pretended to authenticity ended up by 
claiming a miraculous origin. The others, which early legend 
freely attributed to Saint Luke, have disappeared, except 
ssibly one or two, for instance, that in the cathedral of 
loscow. One of these “ acheiropoietic ”’ images, that is to 
say, not made by the hand of man, the Veronica, of which the 
original is at Rome, exists today in thousands of reproductions 
throughout the Christian world, and another, the one imprinted 
upon the Sacred Shroud of Turin, has lately even been arousing 
the interest of the daily press. There is no need to go into the 
subject of devout frauds or pious illusions,* but a word must 
be said concerning one description which even today deceives 
the ignorant, and which the image makers of Saint Sulpice are 
constantly distributing, accompanied by « portrait which is 
supposed to embody it. It is necessary to mention it, because 
Robert Eisler, whose love of paradox is deterred by no 
anomaly, has quite recently attempted to secure for it the 
eredence of scholars. We refer to the Letter of Lentulus.‘ 
The supposed author, a certain Publius Lentulus, who calls 
himself ‘‘ Governor of Jerusalem,”’ addresses to the Senate and 
People of Rome the following communication : 

“There has appeared here in our time, and still lives here, a 
man of great power (magne virtutia) named Jesus Christ. The people 
call him a prophet of truth (propheta veritatis), and isciples, 
the Son of God. He raises the dead and cures the x is 
in stature, a man of middle height and well proportioned (statura 
procerus mediocris et spectabilis). He has venerable face (vultum 
habens venerabilem), of a sort to arouse both fear and love in those 
who see him. His hair is the colour of ripe chestnuts,’ smooth 
almost to the ears (planos fere usque ad aures) but above them wav- 
ing and curling, with, ake bluish radiance (aliquantulum ceruliores 
et fulgentiores), and it flows over his shoulders. It is parted in the 
middle on the top of his head, after the fashion of the people of 
Nazareth. His brow is smooth and very calm, with a face without 


1 Busebius, H.E., 7, 18, 4. 

" Augustine, De Trinitate, 8, 4-5. 

» A detailed study of all the “ acheiropoietic ” representations will 
be found in CC, On the Holy Shroud see also CE, Shroud (The holy). 

‘For the history of the question see: OE, Lentulus, on the text 
and its variants; OC, 3199. ; CLIV, ii, 387, 844 ., and the references 
in the index under the word Lentulus. 

* We adopt the reading permature. Premature, which is thet accepted 
by von Dobschiltz, seems i 
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wrinkle or blemish, {lightly} tinged with red (quam rubor [moderatua] 
venustat). His nose and mouth are faultiess, His beard is luxuri- 
ant [and unclipped] (copiosam [et impuberem]) of the same cotour 
aa his hair, not long, but parted (bifurcatam) at the chin. His 
countenance is full of simplicity and maturity. His eyes are expres 
sive and brilliant. He is terrible in reproof, sweet and gentle in 
admonition, cheerful without ceasing to be grave. He hus never 
been seen to laugh, but often to weep. His figure is slender and 
erect (in stature corporis propagatus et rectus); his hands and arms 
are beautiful to see. His conversation is serious, sparing, and 
modest. He is the fairest of the children of men." 


The text varies from manuscript to manuscript,’ the main 
points being rich in culogistic variants. One concluding 
sentence is worth quoting, because it excceds all the Jimits of 
probability with admirable ingenuity, while adhering to the 
main tenor of the text. 

Ipse enim eat rex glorie in quem deriderant angeli prospicere, 
cuius pulchritudinem sol et luna miratur, salvator mundi, auctor vitar, 
fpsi honor et gloria in @ternum. Amen.” 

It is hardly necessary to point out the details which betray 
the evident falsity of the document. There was no “ Governor 
of Jerusalem ’’ in Jesus’ day; no Lentulus plays any part 
whatever in the Jewish history of those times; and in the 
reign of Tiberius a subordinate official would never have ven- 
tured to write directly “to the Senate and People of Rome,” 
a form of address, furthermore, which had no longer any mean- 
ing. Moreover, what could have been the purpose of such a 
letter? There is only one to be discerned, that of giving 
partisan evidence concerning Jesus; but the terms in which 
it is couched make it impossible that it could have come from 
a Roman official. One of the Twelve would not have displayed 
such conformity to the orthodox beliefs of the future ; he would 
not have called his master Jesus Christ, nor have described 
him as the Son of God, any more than he would have identified 
him with the fairest of the children of men, as does this Roman 
who is so expert at quoting the Psalms.* It is probable, how- 
ever, that the introduction of the name of Lentulus into the 
forgery does not go back very far. In the oldest manuscripts 
(Series ‘a’ of Von Dobschiitz) it begins with the words: 
“ legitur in annalibua libris Romanorum,” and is thus presented 
as an anonymous historical record. The form of a letter can- 


' Yon Dobschiitz has examined more than seventy-five manuscripts, 
and « large number of printed editions and translations. 

* Qne variant mskes the quotation definite by introducing it with 
the — “So that one might justly say of him, according to the 





168 THE LIFE OF JESUS 


not have been given to it prior to the fifteenth century, and 
probably represents an “ improvement ” introduced by some 
Humanist. The description itself does not appear to have been 
known in the West before the fourteenth century.! 

The question would be closed, but for the fact that it is 
possible to differentiate the portrait from its frame, and to ask 
if its component details may not have come from an ancient 
source, and possibly a reliable one. It is on the strength of 
this possibility that M. Eisler has reached the conclusion that, 
in the main, the Ictter of Lentulus gives us the “ description " 
of Jesus contained in the warrant for his arrest issued by Pilate. 
That sounds too good to be true, and it would be difficult to 
explain why not one of the Christian writers of antiquity who 
have been preserved to us, appears to know anything about 
so interesting a document, which would have so effectively 
settled all the disputes concerning the facies of the Lord Jesus. 
Two eastern writers, Nicephorus Callistus ? (who wrote in the 
first half of the fourteenth century, but reproduced a chronicle 
belonging to the tenth) and John Damascene * (middle of the 
eighth century), do, indeed, give portraits of Christ which tl 
claim to have taken from the “old authors”? (de agyaios 
agyatot iatogixol), and which it has been sought to relate 
to that of the letter of Lentulus. John Damascene need not 
be considered, for he merely describes a conventional re, 
such as was frequently reproduced in the religious art of his 
time. His Christ has, moreover, a black beard (ysvedda 
pélava Eyota) which is sufficient to destroy all resemblance 
to the “type ” of the pseudo-Lentulus. The portrait depicted 
by Callistus, on the contrary, approximates to this type in 
several rather striking ways. The beard and hair are tawny 
{arrdyoous—the colour of ripe wheat); the head has never 
been shorn by a human hand ; the face is slightly ruddy (dAlyov 
éxipowtacopuémny). A special detail which the author em- 
phasizes is the resemblance of Jesus to his mother. None of 
this is, however, sufficient to guarantee the antiquity of the 
substance of the pseudo-Lentulus. The probability is, that the 
chronicler of Nicephorus Callistus, like the author of the 
“* portrait *? on which the “letter” of Lentulus was based, was 
inspired by some iconographic likeness well known in the East 
at the beginning of the Middle Ages, one of the “ acheiro- 
poietics,” or of the pictures attributed to Luke. It has been 
suggested,‘ and not without some show of reason, that a pagan 


100, 88097. Histoire ecelés., 1, 40, in P.G., OXLY, col. 747 ff. 
* Bpist. ad Theophilum imperatorem, 8, in P.G., XCV, col. 850. 
« CXXXIL, 205. 
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type well known in the decline of the ancient world, that of 
Serapis, which the artists endowed with a grave and serene 
beauty, a very noble air of majesty, a direct and piercing glance, 

hair, and a cleft beard, had served the Christians as a 
model when they desired to portray the features of the “ fairest 
of the children of men.” The incompatible representations of 
which we have spoken, and the definite statement of Saint 
Augustine: ‘“‘ nos penitus ignoramus,” together with the silence 
of the Fathers concerning the contents of the Ictter of Lentulus, 
suffice to relegate this clumsy document to the company of 
the forgeries with which the simple-minded consoled their 
ignorance, and which were, in fact, expressly manufactured to 
please them. 

We shall say nothing about the vast amount that has been 
written regarding the charm which is supposed to have eman- 
ated from the person of Jesus, except, flatly, that it belongs 
to literature, and that not of the best. The complex charm 
of the Gospel must not be confused with the personal impres- 
sion produced by the Nazarene. The attraction of his mind, 
which we can, perhaps, still feel in reading the parables, for 
instance, is one thing ; the magnetism which may have radiated 
from his countenance is another, and one for which there is no 
evidence. A “ wonderfully beautiful’? soul may not shine 
forth at all from the face of its possessor, and we do not. know 
the “soul”? of Jesus in sufficient detail to deduce from it any- 
thing about his personal appearance. 


I 
THe MenTaL CiaRacTERIsTics OF JESUS 


It has been supposed possible to obtain from our gospel 
writings some light on the mental charactcristics of Jesus. 
Works of various kinds, some scientific,* others inexact or 
imaginative in method,* have been devoted to the examina- 


1, i, 316. 

‘ in which is to be found a brief but conclusive critien! 
examination of earlier works: Loosten, W. Hirsch, Binet-Sanglé, 
Rasmussen. 

* Binet-Sanglé, La folie de Jesus, Paris, 1908, which profesnes to 
examine Jesus from the point of view of clinical psychiatry. The 
replies to the psychiatrists by Knieb (Moderne-Leben-Jexu- Forschung 
unter dem Einflusse der Psychiatrie, Mayence, 1908), Werner (Die 
ptychische Gesundheit Jesu, Grose-Lichterfelde, 1909), Sauday (Chris- 
tologies ancient and modern, Oxford, 1910), and H. Schefer (Jesus in 
Paychiatrischer Beleuchtwng, Berlin, 1910), are as much enslaved by 
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tion of the problem in all its aspects. “‘ Erudite amusements,” 
wrote Loisy on one occasion with regard to one of them, and 
he expressed exactly the feeling of the critic who is confronted 
by these inductions and deductions, which, however clever they 
may be, are all equally flimsy. It must be admitted, however, 
that our professional or amateur psychiatrists do not write to 
amuse themselves, or even to amuse us, and they are not always 
erudite. What makes their utterances unconvincing is their 
lack of clinical observation, for which the texts furnish no data, 
together with their failure to realize that, for the most part, 
they are incapable of understanding properly what they read 
in the texts. They are usually astonished to hear that, but it 
is the obvious truth. A brief outline of their principal argu- 
ments will be sufficient to prove it. 

The starting point of their researches is to be found in a 
remark of Strauss, in his first Life of Jesus, to the effect that 
aman who was obsessed with a Danielic vision of the world, 
who called himself the Son of Man, who believed himself to be 
the Messiah, and who prophesicd his specdy return by way of 
the skies, in divine glory, must have been mentally abnormal. 
Jesus, in other words, showed signs of a well-marked patho- 
logical fanaticism. Strauss, however, refrained from drawing 
this conclusion, because he observed, in addition to these 
extravagances, a number of other points which indicated that 
Jesus was a sensible man (ein besonnener Mann), and also because 
he realized the strong influence of Jewish Messianism upon 
him. When he took up the question again, in the second 
Life, in 1864, he seemed to be much more impressed by the 
predominance of the visionary element (das Abenteuerliche) in 
his hero, and at that time he wrote to Lang, that he regarded 
the Galilean as “ on the verge of insanity ” (als dem Wahrainn 
ganz nahe). The critical researches prosecuted by liberal 
theology since the time of Strauss have laid especial stress on 
the eschatological character of the preaching of Jesus, and have, 
in so doing, given colour to the suggestions of the veteran 
scholar—excessive megalomania, visionary fanaticism, symp- 
toms and proofs of mental disease. The following is a sum- 
mary of the diagnosis made by the psychiatrists: (1) Mega- 
lomania: It is quite incompatible with mental health that he 
should believe himself the Son of God, the future Judge of the 


terms and illusions as the theories they claim to overthrow. A less 
extravagant, but still unconvincing work, is that of G. Berguer, Quelques 
traits de la vie de Jésus au point de vue psychologique et peychanalytigque, 
Geneva and Paris, 1920. 

* Leben Jesu, 1835, ii, 1480 J. * COXXXIL, 8. 
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‘Universe, and announce his triumphal return on the clouds of 
heaven ; (2) Hallucinations: the incidents at the time of the 
Baptism, in the wilderness, on the Mountain of the Transfigura- 
tion, in Gethsemane, etc., are all bad symptoms ; (8) Dromo- 
mania: for a man to wander, for three years, about a little 
country, always moving from place to place, always unsettled, 
is not normal ; (4) Obvious indications of insanity : for example, 
the cursing of the fig trec, consigned to destruction because it 
did not bear fruit out of season ; (5) Unhealthy self-absorption : 
borne witness to by the fact that all the discourses and teach- 
ings of Jesus centre about the word “1'’; (6) Various physio- 
logical symptoms of an abnormal condition: (a) of the vaso- 
motor system: the sweat of blood (Luke xxii. 44), which is 
in reality a facial “ hematidrosis "'; (b) of the digestive appar- 
atus: the attack of “ sitiophobia’’ which impels him to fast 
for forty days; (c) of the respiratory organs: the weakness 
which rendered him incapable of carrying his cross ; the pleuro- 
tubercular effusion revealed by the lance-thrust on the cross ; 
({d) of the genital organs: his saying concerning those who 
voluntarily undergo castration for the sake of the Kingdom 
of Heaven (Matt. xix. 12); his glorification of sterility in Luke 
xxiii. 29: ‘* Blessed are the barren, and the wombs which 
never bare, and the paps which never gave suck ’’; his attitude 
of timidity towards women, which was not that of a true male 
(Binet-Sanglé), etc. ; ({e) Oedipism, or the tendency to mutila- 
tion: “If thy right eye offend thee, pluck it out.... If 
thy right hand offend thee, cut it off... .” (Matt. v. 29- 
80); (7) The definite testimony of his family (“‘ He is out of his 
mind,” Mark iii. 21) and his enemies (“‘ He hath Beclzcbub,”’ 
Mark iii. 22), which leaves no doubt that he was mentally 
affected. The only question is, in precisely what way, and here 
our psychiatrists diverge, some voting for paranoia, which is 
a very elastic term, others for epilepsy, which is hardly less so,” 

Glancing through the writings from which these dogmatic 
conclusions have been extracted, it is at once evident that their 
authors, with the exception of Rasmussen, who is more judicious 
and better informed than the others, have not the slightest 
knowledge of source criticism. They quote the four Gospels 
indiscriminately, and on the same footing (so much so that 
three-quarters of the material used by Loosten, Hirsch, and 
Binet-Sanglé comes from John), without apparently suspect~ 
ing that there are any precautions to be taken or any distine- 
tions to be made. They do not even hesitate to use Apocryphal 
Gospels, and Binet-Sanglé, for instance, calmly applies for 

+ OOKXXH, 26. 
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information—how valuable, we can judge—to the Protevan- 
gelium of James or the History of Joseph the Carpenter. The 
Talmud, Celsus, anyone and anything, are interrogated and 
believed without a shadow of critical misgiving. This really 
amazing lack of caution is aggravated by a complete ignorance 
of the most elementary methods and principles of exegesis. 
Our psychiatrists take at its face value everything they find 
in the Gospels; there is no statement too fantastic or inde- 
fensible to be accepted by them. For instance, an account as 
suspect as the one in Luke showing Jesus in the Temple in the 
midst of the doctors, at the age of twelve, is made a basis of 
diagnosis, especially by Hirsch. The sojourn in the wilderness, 
and the Temptation, which are quite unhistorical, represent 
for Binet-Sanglé the “hallucinatory phase" of the develop- 
ment of paranoia in Jesus. The most disputable incidents, 
even those which, to the veriest tyro in criticism, are obviously 
unreliable, are taken seriously and interpreted in terms of 
psychiatry. Binet-Sanglé has even gone so far as to say ' that 
if the authors of the Gospels were not strictly accurate his- 
torians, they must have been physicians, to have assembled 
80 many symptomatic details. Neurologists and alienists, in 
other words! Reviewed one after the other by a competent 
critic, restored to their context and their actual meaning, the 
“ symptomatic details ” that are esteemed by our psychiatrists 
to be most conclusive, lose their point, fall to pieces, disappear, 
and leave behind them nothing but the obvious and complete 
impossibility of establishing any such diagnosis. 

Nevertheless, even though the theory of a mental condition 
which today would call for certification be rejected as incapable 
of demonstration, the impression remains that a man of the 
people who believed himself empowered to proclaim that the 
Kingdom of God was at hand, who produced effects on his 
fellows by magical means, concerning which neurology, for 
once, has something to say, who came, perhaps, to believe him- 
self chosen to play a predominant, and finally, the principal 
part, in the apocalyptic catastrophe of his age, who, in short, 
was swollen with such overweening and naive arrogance, was 
not a normal person. But, by definition, a prophet is not an 
ordinary human being. His calling necessarily implies an 
exceptional nervous organization, and the presence of stimuli, 
so to speak, which do not occur in the psychological make-up 
of everyone. It has been suggested that the main one, in the 
case of Jesus, was habitual “ ecstasy ” or vision. Let us pause 
for a moment over this important question.? 

1 Folie de Jésus, i*, 67. + Cf. OLVEL, ii, 126. 
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It may be observed to begin with that the phenomena of 
ecstasy were not unfamiliar to the Jews of that time. What 
Paul relates of his visions and revelations (2 Cor. xii. 1 ff.) 
agrees with what we know of other rabbis. The development 
of apocalyptic necessarily implies the existence of visionaries 
and mystics. It was even sometimes supposed that the arch- 
angel Michael, prince of the angels, was entrusted with the 
special mission of transporting the living, in a state of ecstasy, 
before the throne of God." Hence it is natural to ask this 
question with regard to Jesus, and it is clear that if it could 
be answered in the affirmative an effective light would be 
thrown upon the origin and mechanism of the religious activity 
of the Nazarene. A German scholar, Oscar Holtzmann, who 
has distinguished himself by important works on Jesus and his 
time, has devoted a very interesting book to the problem, a 
brief synopsis of whose theories will be a convenient approach 
to the discussion. 

According to Holtzmann, Jesus, whose behaviour is often 
quiet and normal, on other occasions shows definite signs of 
an ecstatic condition; the two elements are combined in him 
(78 ff.; 114 ff.). The main argument on which our critic bases 
this opinion is that Jesus represented himself as “the prince 
of the world to come,” and a state of mind which can entcr- 
tain such an idea is definitely “‘ ecstatic.” The vision of the 
Baptism from which he derives the assurance of his Mcssiah- 
ship ; his ‘‘ eschatologico-ecstatic ” conception of the Kingdom 
(p. 80); the apocalyptic discourse related by Mark (pp. 57-9) ; 
the indications of ecstasy, which increase towards the end of 
his career, such as the designation of his betrayer ; the identi- 
fication of the broken bread with his own body, and the sacra- 
ment of the new Covenant expressed in the cup representing 
his blood (p. 68); the miracles indicative of an ccstatic ten- 
dency (p. 90); the curses, like that of the tempest and the 
barren fig tree (p. 99), which are similarly ecstatic ; these are 
all additional details which confirm what the Messianic “ call" 
of the Nazarene has already demonstrated in general. On the 
whole, on numerous occasions, those, namely, on which he 
actually received his principal inspirations, he was probably 
exalted to that “ supreme degree of spiritual excitement ”’ (im 
hochsien Grad geistiger Erregung) which, according to Holtz- 
Mann, is characteristic of the state of ecstasy (p. 8). A voleano 
whose activity may have short interruptions, but which is 

b 3 TV, 2119. 

Vita aber, 2 ena, 85. Cf. COLEXEH, ii, 516, and ii, 382. 
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generally pouring forth lava and flames, such is the metaphor 
which most accurately represents Jesus. 

If this really was his character, it would be hard to under- 
stand why the police of Herod permitted so dangerous a fanatic 
to remain at large, even for a few weeks. It is true that we 
do not know the exact circumstances of Jesus’ public career, 
but the account of Mark, read without prejudice, does not give 
the impression of so excitable a person, or even of a man who 
was habitually abnormal, or whose motives and impulses were, 
even occasionally, the result of irrational transports. More- 
over, Holtzmann uses the word “ ecstatic " to designate states 
or characterize facts which do not belong to what is usually 
called ecstasy.1 The correct meaning of the term seems to be 
simply an abnormal and transitory state of excessive excitement, 
in which the subject undergoes a kind of suspension of the 
normal faculty of thinking and feeling, and all consciousness 
of external things is blotted out, absorbed in an intense spiritual 
experience. “The subject feels at once freed from himself 
and possessed by the divine" (Delacroix). If this is the case, 
Jesus’ vision of the Kingdom is not ecstatic, since it and its 
elements had their origin in the beliefs and expectations already 
present in the Palestinian community, and did not leap, fully 
armed, from the agitated brain of the Galilean prophet. It 
took possession of his mind as an obsession, but it cannot be 
identified with a repeated ecstasy, and did not even originally 
proceed from one. Moreover, there is no logical, or even 
empirical, connexion between ecstasy and eschatology. The 
one can very well exist without the other, and we may recall, 
for example, that Philo of Alexandria, who was so much con- 
cerned with ecstasy, hed very little interest in eschatology. To 
particularize, it is arbitrary to regard as ecstatic manifestations 
the designation of Judas as the traitor, the eucharistic acts 
and symbols, the curses, the miracles, ete. The only incident 
to which the term can properly be applied appears to be that 
of the Baptism, with the possible addition of the Temptation 
in the wilderness and perhaps the Transfiguration, although 
“ on the high mountain ” (Mark ix. 2) it was the disciples rather 
than their Master who had the mystic vision. Perhaps we 
might also include Luke x. 18 f., where Jesus recounts that he 
has seen Satan “ fall as lightning from heaven,” but the state- 
ment occurs in @ passage (the sermon to the seventy disciples) 
which has no historical foundation, and even if we assume that 


“ono 881,n.1. Cf. Delacroix, La religion et la fot, Paris, 1022, 
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the words were really uttered, they might easily be merely 
metaphorical.? 

The conclusive objection to the theory of Holtzmann is that 
the majority of the incidents which he regards as evidence, 
and on which he relies, seem, to an unbiased critic, to be of 
extremely dubious historicity, or even entirely incredible, and 
amongst these we may unhesitatingly include the vision of the 
Baptism, the Temptation, the Transfiguration, and, in the 
opinion of the writer, the scene on Gethsemane. 

Hence his reasoning actually proves nothing. Even admit- 
ting, however, for the sake of argument, that Jesus may have 
had his period of trance (Verziickung), like the ancient prophets 
before him, and Paul after, we are still not at liberty to con- 
clude that he was “ an ecstatic,” in the sense of being subject 
to a recognized mental condition which is classed as abnormal. 
The texts do not give the slightest justification for believing 
that it was in periods of derangement, when his reason had 
temporarily left him, that his intimate relationship with God 
was established. His “‘ experience’ of the Father is not at 
all like a Saint Teresa’s experience of Jesus. Therc is no mystic 
rapture about it; it is spoken of quietly and without excite- 
ment. According ta all the evidence, Jesus lived with God in 
a continuous tranquil intimacy, not in the memory of rare and 
in some way supernatural contacts. The life of the apostle 
Paul ‘‘ in Christ,” that is to say, the union with his Lord of 
a man perpetually guided by visions and revelations, has little 
in common with this uneventful communion. Renan has 
excellently expressed this generally acknowledged truth: * 
“‘ Jesus has no visions ; God does not speak to him from with- 
out ; God is in him ; he feels himself to be with God, and what 
he says of his Father comes from his own heart. He lives in 
the bosom of God by virtue of a continuous communion ; he 
does not see him, he feels him.” ? 

This is certainly the impression one receives from the 
Gospels, and there is every probability of its being correct, for 
the tradition would not have underrated the “ gifts of the 
Lord. Nevertheless, we should hardly venture to assert as 
decidedly as Von Soden, that ‘‘ Jesus had no ecstasy ; apoca- 
lyptic imagery did not possess his soul,” because impressions 
are not to be taken for certainty, nor the aims of the interpreters 
of the tradition for a faithful reflection of reality. 

Summing up our conclusions: (1) We must reject the view 

. 141. 
Ear 142; COXXXIV, 87; CLXXV, 75; CVI, 220. 
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that Jesus was ‘‘ definitely unbalanced.” If he was, we do not, 
and cannot, know it; (2) The intensity of his religious life, 
and even the exaggerated opinion he possibly may have had 
regarding his importance in the eyes of God, and the gifts he 
had received from heaven, interesting though they may be from 
a psychological point of view, are not sufficient, taking into 
account the period and the country in which Jesus lived, to 
indicate any deep-seated psycho-physical aberration ; (8) The 
whole of the gospel tradition implies an intense religious tem- 
perament, not at all abnormal in his environment, and an 
endowment of psychic powers which we have no means of 
analysing, but of which the miracles leave no doubt. All these 
conclusions, it must be admitted, tell us very little, and are not 
of much assistance in understanding the mind of the Nazarene, 

That he was an enthusiast is certain, else he would have 
stayed quietly at home. That he was a subject to misleading 
illusions is equally so, for otherwise he would not have believed 
the Kingdom to be so near, nor have imagined that he was 
to usher it in. But of what there was behind these phenomena 
we have no knowledge whatever. 


Ill 
Tue Psyciorogrca, CuaractTeRistics oF Jesus 


The most superficial inquiry into what might be called the 
“psychological aspect’ of Jesus, his character, his mind, his 
religious feeling, reveals insuperable difficultics. There have, 
to be sure, been no lack of attempts to surmount them, some- 
times attended with some show of success, but the methods 
employed give us small confidence in the results obtained by 
means of them. It has been stated, for instance, that it would 
be better to employ the logia and the parables in an endeavour 
to reconstruct the personality of Jesus, at least on its religious 
side, than to subject them to rash attempts at “ unification * 
in a coherent didactic system, in the hope of reproducing his 
teaching as a whole. It is his personality which is really 
reflected in all these sayings and incidents. Their very preser- 
vation shows that those who heard them regarded them as 
characteristic. Such an endeavour could be made, certainly, 
and would promise a great deal, providing: (1) that we had 
any certain means of sifting all this gospel material so as to 
avoid being led astray by the additions or expansions which 


+ GLX, 1079. 
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came from the environment of the Gospels and not from Jesus, 
and hence are concerned with the Christ, and not the Nazarene ; 
(2) that we were certain of being able to interpret correctly 
these logia and parables, which have come down to us detached 
from their setting, that is to say, the circumstances in which 
they were uttered, which determined their true meaning; (8) 
that we could be confident that these disjointed fragments of 
8 whole of which we are ignorant, really represented the essen- 
tial features of the personality in question, and that it was 
possible for us to restore their original connexion. But inas- 
much as none of these conditions is fulfilled, the method recom- 
mended is obviously uscless. 

The same thing may be said of the attempt to arrive at an 
understanding of Christ through the feclings with which the 
primitive Christian community regarded him. It is perfectly 
true that the personality of the Master made a very strong 
impression upon his disciples. Otherwise the revival of their 
faith, after the access of despair which dispersed them at the time 
of his arrest, would be incomprehensible. But that is nut to 
say that their religious life, when they reorganized it in common, 
was a reflection of his own inner life. If all that is meant is 
that it was the essence of the teaching reccived from him which 
remained the mainspring of their faith, we readily assent. But 
that fact does not take us very far in our knowledge of the 
personality of the prophet. Moreover, it was the glorified Jesus 
who was the centre of the faith of these disciples, its divine 
support and impregnable justification. In other words, the 
real work of that faith was the laying of the foundation of the 
Christological structure, which could only be achieved by the 
gradual effacement of the Galilean nabi, known and loved by 
his disciples, in the interests of Christ, the god. LHe was effaced, 
not perhaps from their hearts, which are inscrutable to us, but 
from their faith, which we know very imperfectly through the 
most mixed and uncertain of the New Testament writings. It 
is certainly not on the basis of the information contained in 
Acts that we may venture any inferences as to his psycho- 
logy. 

There is hardly any subject whose discussion has beer: more, 
and nore disastrously, beset with sentimental illusions and 
extravagant expressions, even in professedly scientific works. 
It has even been seriously claimed that “ intuition ” could in 
this case supply the deficiency of documentary evidence, that 
is, that the blindest and most unreliable of feelings could be 
substituted for the positive and objective data of historical 
information. But this is not the place to expatiate on these 
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pious aberrations, and we have mentioned them only because 
they still delude so many.! 

Psychological reconstructions are hardly less difficult than 
those of archeology, where beautiful fragments are worth more 
than a new structure, which rarcly gocs beyond a mere resem- 
blance, and which destroys what was still worthy of admira- 
tion, We shall not, therefore, imitate the ingenious architects 
who have reconstructed the mind and character of Jesus,* but 
mercly content ourselves with noting some idcas which seem 
to emerge from the texts. To begin with the most obvious, 
those relating to his intellectual equipment, it is important to 
remember that we are dealing, according to the Synoptics, with 
a man of the people, born and brought up amongst humble 
folk in a little town in Galilec; that he was surrounded by 
companions of the same class as himself; that he, as a rule, 
spoke only to audiences of peasants and common people ; and 
that the extent of his culture was bounded hy his religious 
education. The religious idea of the ‘‘ Man-God,” and even 
of the peerless Master, still so often accepted as dogma, has 
seriously obscured this fundamental fact. We have to do, then, 
with an ignorant man, not so much because he did not pursue 
liberal studies, which, as a matter of fact, would have been of 
little use to him in his Palestinian country, but because he had 
only a limited horizon. He does not appear to have known 
anything outside of Judaism, and he was familiar only with 
the social environment of Galilee. Renan makes the acute 
observation that ‘a king’s court was, in his eyes, a place where 
people wore fine clothes.” > Under the circumstances, the only 
disadvantage of this limitation of outlook was that it concealed 
from him the difficulties of his undertaking, which amounts to 
saying that it was practically the prime and essential} condition 
of it. It has been observed that he was fundamentally opti- 
mistic, Had he not been so, he would never have attempted 
anything. A man of the people who initiates an important 
enterprise, necessarily with ee resources, is bound to 
believe that “it will come off,” otherwise he would make no 


1 It will be sufficient to refer the reader to the Introduction of CLXV, 
xxix gf. A careful and thoughtful reading of these pages will afford 
u yaluable lesson in criticism, not intended by the author. 

* As an illustration of what their efforts can lead to, see the jong 
article by Kilpatrick, Character g Christ, in DGG, 281 f7., or the essay 
of Paul Vigue, La peychologie du Christ, in Le Christ. Encyclopédie 
populaire des connaissances christologigues, published under the direction 
of Abbés G. Bardy and A. Tricot, Paris, 1932, 460-517. 

89. The statement is based on Matt. xi. 8, which specifi- 
cally says that those who wear fine clothes are in kings’ houses. 
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move. Further, we must take into account, to begin with, the 
facilities of material existence in fertile Galilee, which would 
be likely to give a man a tendency to optimism; and also the 
“ poetry of the south,” which is always ready to paint in rosy 
hues the least promising situations.’ 

From this limited outlook proceeds also, it is true, a com- 
plete lack of capacity for abstract criticism. This is shown, 
as also in other ways, by his habit of being satistied with the 
most rough and ready application of a text to the case it is 
supposed to justify. For instance, when, in Mark ii. 28, Jesus 
undertakes to exonerate his disciples, who have plucked a few 
ears of corn crossing a field on the Sabbath, and are accused 
by the Pharisees of profaning the sacred day, he cites the 
example of David, who once, when he was pressed by hunger, 
ate, at the invitation of the High Priest himself, the “ shew- 
bread " stored in the house of Jahweh. There is obviously not 
much connexion between the hunger of a band of soldiers and 
the pastime of strollers. This defect, however, was no draw- 
back in his surroundings. On the contrary, for a critical sense 
leads to doubt, begets hesitation, and paralyscs action, 

In compensation, it is perhaps to the intimate presence of 
a smiling and bountiful nature, from which he was separated 
by no intellectual preoccupation, that the Jesus of the Gospel 
owes the spontancity and freshness of his images, the pictur- 
esque quality of his comparisons. Finally, in the social system 
of the Palestinian world where the scene of his activity was 
laid, the ignorant were not inevitably condemned, as in our 
own, to remain inferior in station, What counted in Syria in 
those days, as still today in undeveloped Mohammedan com- 
munities, was boldness of personal initiative, and the power of 
personal influence. Abstract reasoning was not congenial to 
the simple Oriental people, and Jesus does not employ it. 
Instead he uses images to express his ideas, which are few and 
simple, His most important ideas are embodied in trenchant 
aphorisms, bordering sometimes on paradox, as, for instance : 
Matthew v. 89: “If anyone smite thee on the right cheek, 
turn to him the other’; and Matthew v. 29, “If thy right 
eye offend thec, pluck it out.” The specch of a man of the 
people is naturally pithy. The Old Testament itself had much 
of this quality of popular literature, and the Rabbis, modelling 
themselves upon it, were in the habit of speaking in an oracular 
style.2 Jesus did not need to have come into close contact 
with them to know that, 

His essential simplicity, and even his lack of education, do 

+ COCKHI, 350. * Cf, for example, the Pirke Aboth. 
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not detract from his natural intelligence, which is shown in the 
acuteness of his observations, the irony of his questions, even 
a certain shrewdness in his manner of evading the trap of an 
embarrassing question and turning it against his opponent.? 
All these traits are to be found in the Jesus of the Gospels, 
and give to his methods of discussion and teaching a somewhat. 
Socratic character.* What we call the “freshness of the 
Gospel,” which is really perceptible only in the Synoptics, can 
come from nothing but the freshness of the mind of Jesus, 
which makes itself felt in those straightforward passages whose 
simplicity has not been destroyed by the entirely artificial 
setting in which most of them have been imbedded. 

A few other important, if negative, characteristics of the 
Synoptic Jesus may perhaps be indicated. As a prophet, the 
Nazarene was not of the denunciatory, gloomy, austere type 
which his calling might lead one to expect, and of which John 
the Baptist seems to have been an excellent example. There 
is nothing to show that he prophesied in the apocalyptic style, 
in spite of the thirteenth chapter of Mark, which may be a 
little apocalypse, but cannot possibly be attributed to him. 
Even if he had, during the anxiety and uncertainty of his last 
days, yielded to the temptation to burst into gloomy prog- 
nostications, that would be merely incidental, and quite con- 
trary to his usual behaviour. 

The Gospels attribute to him several outbursts of anger. 
For example, in Matthew ii. 21-8 he curses the unbelief of 
Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum; in, Matthew xii. 89 /f. 
he replies very harshly to the Pharisees who have asked him 
for a “sign,” that is to say, a decisive miracle; in Matthew 
xxiii. 18 f. he is supposed to inveigh against those to whom 
he is especially opposed ; ‘‘ Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, 
hypocrites !’’ Such outbursts, with due reservations, of course, 
as to the authenticity of the words with which the redactor 
accompanies them, are not improbable; they correspond to 
the “righteous indignation” which all men of God feel on 
certain occasions, and which even the angelic Saint Francis 
experienced. They reveal a very acute sensitiveness, rather 
than a trait of character, properly speaking. On the contrary, 
the synoptic tradition has preserved deep traces of the benevo- 
lence, the habitual kindliness, of Jesus, and these sober, but 
appealing virtues, although they were finally overshadowed in 
the Christological legend by more glorious qualities, were still 

1 We will cite only the famous example of Mark xii, 19-7, which 
contains the saying “ Render unto Cesar the things that are Cesar’s.” 

"CLXVII, 90; CLX, 107. 
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foremost in Paul’s conception of the Lord. “I beseech you 
by the meekness and gentleness of Christ" (du tijs xoatrntos 
xat énumelas tod Xototod), writes the Apostle to the Corin- 
thians (2 Cor. x. 1). 

It is evident that Jesus was not interested in asceticism, 
that he saw no objection to marriage (in Mark x. 7 f, on the 
contrary, he asserts the necessity of its permanence), nor to 
the use—probably within the limits prescribed by the Torah 
—of all forms of food accessible to man.! He was, then, neither 
a despiser of life nor favourable to those disciplines, supposed 
to be pious and pleasing to God, which sought to restrict it. 
It is perhaps this point which best confirms the impression of 
moderation and good sense conveyed by the general character 
of the Synoptic Jesus. It is a striking thing that Christianity 
should so soon and so completely have forsaken the way of 
the Mastcr as regards this conception of practical | The 
fact is, that his immediate expectation of the end of this perish- 
able world rendered Jesus indifferent to evidences of picty 
which the postponement of his hope again endowed with value. 

It has been claimed that he had supernatural will-power.* 
This is, however, not the impression given by the Marcen 
narratives, for they show him wandcring hither and thither, 
breaking off his preaching, and attempting to disguise himself.* 
He must, then, have been conscious and apprehensive of danger 
up to the time of his embarking on the great adventure which 
ended in his death. The tradition attributes to him an access 
of weakness in the garden of Gethsemane on the night of his 
arrest (Mark xiv. 34, “ My soul is sorrowful unto death”). § 
That the incident was dramatized after the event, and was 
even, in the main, entirely imaginary, there can be no doubt, 
for who could have seen, heard, and reported it, when the only 
ones who might have witnessed the scene were asleep (xiv. 87, 
40-41)? But the rapid development of Christology in an 
entircly different direction proves that the idea of the legend 
would never have been thought of had the disciples not pre- 





‘The passage of Mark vii. 15: “ There is nothing from without a 
man that, entering into him, can defile him,” is not, in our opinion, to 
be taken as a defence of laxity in practical life. We shall revert to 

is point. 

* Matt. xi. 19: ‘‘ The Son of man came eating and drinking.” _ 

*CLX, 107: “er war ganz Willen und Handein "—he was ull will 
and action. 

‘Mark v. 1; vii. 2497.5; vii. 81; viil. 27; ete. 

"The meaning is not quite clear. It may be ‘ sorrowful enough to 
cause death” (cf. Jonah iv. 9) or “ sorrowful to the point of desiring 
death ” (CXIV, 120). 
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served the memory of the state of grief and anxiety of which 
it was the graphic expression. Luke xxii. 48 f. offers another 
dramatization of the same feelings, when he describes the sweat 
of blood upon the face of Jesus in his agony (al ywduevoc 
é dyavig). Such doubts and upheavals are intelligible enough, 
and detract nothing from either the courage of Jesus or his 
faith in his mission, But at least they do not justify us in 
making an inflexible determination one of his outstanding 
virtues, 

Regarding his “heart” a great deal has been said, as is 
not surprising. But it must not be inferred from this that the 
Gospels themselves arc especially interested in it. Quite the 
reverse ; they by no means foresaw the adoration of the Sacred 
Heart. It is dangerous to deduce definite conclusions from a 
few vaguc hints, and to interpret the very omissions of our 
texts as evidence. But it has sometimes been done, neverthe- 
less, and Renan, amongst others, was guilty of it. 

For instance, he writes :? ‘‘ His family docs not seem to 
have loved him,” on the grounds that Matthew xiii. 57 makes 
Jesus say that “a prophet is not without honour save in his 
own country and in his own house.” Mark vi. 4 specifies, 
“ among his own kin, and in his own house,” and his “ house "” 
means his family. If these passages prove anything, if they 
really give his actual words, they imply only that Jesus was 
not understood by his family, not that he was not loved. The 
incident related in Mark iii. 88 when his mother and brothers 
attempt to tear him from the circle of his disciples and bring 
him back to the peace of his home, certainly does not argue 
a feeling of indifference towards him. On the other hand, the 
hard words put into his mouth in the same passage: ‘t Who 
is my mother and my brethren? And he looked round about 
on them which sat about him and said: Behold my mother 
and my brethren. For whosoever shall do the will of God, 
the same is my brother and my sister and my mother,”’ are 
neither a denial nor a kind of excommunication of his kin, any 
more than those given in Matthew viii. 22, in reply to the 
disciple who asked permission to go and bury his father: 
“Follow me and let the dead bury the dead.’ They mean 
nothing more than the fundamental principle that the service 
of God comes before earthly affections, and no natural feeling 
should avail to divert from it him who has heard its sovereign 
call. ‘ Jesus, like all men exclusively absorbed in an idea,” 
continued Renan, ‘“ came to have little regard for the ties of 
blood. The bond of the idea is the only one which this type 

‘ CLEVILY, 42. 
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of nature recognizes." This psychological phenomenon is un- 
deniable. But if Jesus was compelled to proceed in opposition 
to his family, he may nevertheless have suffered from their 
misunderstanding and the necessity, in spite of his continued 
attachment to them, of severing his life from theirs. It. would 
be going rather far to conclude, from the fact that he obeyed 
the call of his vocation, and followed his own path in spite of 
the misunderstanding of his relatives, that he had no family 
feeling, and that he scorned it. We have no knowledge of that 
whatever. Renan maintains further ! that he loved nothing 
except “what he regarded as his divine vocation,” and that 
in him, “ as often happens with very lofty natures, tenderness 
of heart is transformed . .. into infinite gentleness, into 
vague poetry, into universal charm.” But of that, too, we have 
no knowledge, and the passages which Renan cites do not in 
the least justify his contention.* It rests upon the unstable 
verge of one of the gaps in our information. We are justified, 
at most, only in thinking that Jesus did not attach a funda- 
mental importance to human loves, on the assumption that. he 
really did describe the clect inheritors of the Kingdom as sexless 
beings, according to Matthew xix. 12: “ There be some which 
have made themselves cunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven's 
sake’; and Mark xii. 25: ‘‘ For in the resurreetion they 
neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels 
in heaven.” 

It goes without saying that it is religious emotion which 
dominates the whole personality of Jesus, surpassing and con- 
trolling all his other emotions. It may he said to fill his entire 
consciousness, and to radiate from him.* This will be suffi- 
ciently brought out in our subsequent study of his religion, 
and we shall therefure do no more here than give it its place in 
the list of psychological characteristics which we are endeavour- 
ing to draw up from the Synoj The mind and heart. of 
Jesus were full of God, not, as might be those of a theologian, 
by pre-occupation with doctrine, but somchow spontancously, 
by nature. This is, of course, the form which picty takes in 
simple people. This intensity of religious feeling, this kind of 
identification of the religious life with life itself, does not involve 
in him any denial of the world, any condemnation of normal 

* CLXVIMI, 72. 

1 Luke vii. 87 .: his attitude towards the sinful woman {yur} . . . 
duagtwidc) who has anointed him with a precious ointment: John iv. 
7 ff.: behaviour towards the Samaritan woman at Jacob's well; John 
vii, 8 ff.: treatment of the adulteress. These are all very dubious 
incidents, and, in any case, beside the question. 

* CI, i, 209. « CLXVIN, 76; CLX, 109, 112. 
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existence, any monkish renunciation. On the contrary, the 
religious feeling of Jesus seems to intensify life, to illuminate 
it, to enhance its dignity and worth as a work of God, an earnest 
of and preparation for His Consummation.! It is not for a 
moment to be supposed that, although Jesus may very possibly 
have held up his own religious life as a model to those who 
listened to him, he made any such claim with regard to his 
practical life. The life he led scemed to him the one necessi- 
tated by his mission, and proper to him alone. At most its 
pattern was extended to his immediate disciples, those whom 
he had sought or reccived as companions and fellow-workers. 

We must take care, however, not to fall into an exaggera- 
tion which very few of those who have spoken of Jesus have 
succceded in avoiding, because it is so hard for men to rid 
themselves of the influence of their ancestral prejudices. It 
is fully exemplified in a sentence of Renan:* ‘‘ The highest 
knowledge of God that ever existed in a human breast was 
that of Jesus.” It may beso. But who can see deeply enough, 
or make an accurate enough comparison of all the great religious 
characters, to be justified in the assertion ? 

We are sensible of the poverty, the incoherence, nay, more, 
the uncertainty, of this brief psychological sketch of Jesus 
which we have attempted to compose from the impressions of 
our gospel writers regarding him. These impressions, it must 
be remembered, consist already of interpretations, which may 
be tendentious, of recollections which may not be accurate, and 
of hearsay which may have no foundation in fact. Neverthe- 
less, since there seems to be in all this nothing which reflects 
especial glory upon the Christ, nothing superhuman, we feel 
justified in believing that Urmarcus and the Logia have pre- 
served at least a glimpse of the figure of Jesus the man. 


1 OLX, 110. * OLX, 75. 


CHAPTER VIII 
THE PUBLIC CAREER OF JESUS 
I 


Tue SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ENVIRONMENT 


HE general features of the public career of Jesus, like 

everything else not dircctly concerned with edification 
or belief, are left vague by our gospel writers, and our 
curiosity has to be satisficd with a few meagre hints here and 
there, nor may our imagination supplement them with rash 
and unverifiable additions. 

Nevertheless, with no desire to achieve a superficial vivid- 
ness, we may say that the amazing changelessness of the 
common folk of the East in dress, food and customs, makes 
it easy, as far as these details are concerned, to reconstruct. 
a very probable picture of the habits of the Galilean nabi. It 
has often been remarked how frequently the streets of the 
little towns and villages of Palestine evoke gospel scencs. We 
must hasten to make the most of them, and to fix their out- 
line, for the hour has struck, and everything is changing rapidly. 
We cannot doubt it, when we sce women of Nazarcth coming 
to draw water at the Virgin’s Well, no longer carrying on 
their shoulders the graceful pitcher, which has not yct entircly 
disappeared, but an empty petrol tin, thrown away by some 
overloaded chauffeur. The same evidence of ‘ progress" may 
be seen even at Palmyra and Jcrash. Before the ubiquitous 
motor-car the ancient customs are receding, for the car brings 
with it commodities previously unknown, and establishes be- 
tween men hitherto strangers to one another contacts which 
no prejudice can long resist. A brief indication of certain 
points will perhaps guard us against errors of perspective, and 
permit us to restore the Nazarene to his true setting.* 

A man of humble station, Jesus lived simply amongst 
common folk, whose daily life was wholly devoid of glamour. 

1 It will be worth while to through CCCIV, which, in spite 
of its title, contains much fact very clearly set forth. In this 
connexion, the watercolour drawings of Tissot are also worth mentioning. 

365 
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We must beware of the illusions into which the sumptuous 
representations of certain Biblical incidents by modern painting 
might easily lead us. It is not to be imagined, for instance, 
that Veronese has given us a faithful picture of the wedding 
feast of Cana. The kindly hosts who received the Master and 
his disciples were far from being aristocrats, and Simon the 
Leper, who entcrtained them in Bethany (Mark xiv. 8), was 
hardly a millionaire. 

We may, then, imagine Jesus clothed as the men of his 
people still are. His head, with its long hair, as Jews and 
Bedouins wear it in that country, and unclipped beard, was 
covered by a kuffieh, a picce of thin cloth drawn tight on the 
forehead and falling over the shoulders, for protection against 
the sun. His body was clad in a long tunic with sleeves, 
usually made of linen, and over which was worn a woollen 
cloak decorated with fringe or tufts, as prescribed by Deuter- 
onomy xxii. 12. Various passages mention at least these last 
two garments: “If anyone taketh away thy cloak (16 izdzwoy), 
forbid him not to take thy tunic also,” says Jesus in Luke vi. 29 
(cf. Matt. v. 40, in which the same two articles are named). 
It is the fringe or tufted edge of his cloak (ré xgdeneéov tod 
iuariov atrod) which is timidly touched by the woman with 
an issue of blood in Matthew ix. 20 in the hope of being healed. 
A girdle permitted the tunic to be tucked up to free the legs 
for walking or working (Luke xii. 85: “Let your loins be 
girded”), and also served instead of pockets (Mark vi. 8: 
“Neither scrip, nor bread, nor money in their girdle"). On 
his feet were sandals, to which the ordinary footgear of the 
Syrian peasant probably corresponds exactly: a strong sole 
attached by means of thongs—those very thongs which John 
the Baptist, according to Mark i. 7, deemed himself unworthy 
to undo. Another passage (Mark vi. 9) shows us Jesus send- 
ing the Apostles out on their mission “shod with sandals ” 
{brodedéuevovg oaviddta). To this equipment, the people of the 
country usually add a staff, and in Mark vi. 8-9 Tesus is sup- 
posed to enjoin the Apostles to take one.1 He may, perhaps, 
not have carried one himself. 

When travelling in this Syro-Palestinian country, it is a 
common thing to sleep outdoors ; and in the hot season it is not 
unpleasant to camp out. Jesus, however, apparently cannot 
have done so often, not only because the Gospels say nothing 
about it, which would not be much proof, but because, if we 
believe that he died in March or April, and that his career 
was very short, it must have been spent during the months 

> Matt. x. 10, however, says the opposite : pndé ddfdov. 
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when it is not wise to sleep in the open air in Galilee. During 
the time of his stay in Capernaum, or near it, he used a house, 
that of Simon Bar-Jona (Matt. v 14). When Mark ii. 1 
writes: ‘‘And being entered again into Capernaum, at the 
end of some days it was noised that he was in the house ” 
(év olxq), it is probably this same house to which he is refer- 
ring. Otherwise, someone who welcomed his teaching had 
offered him hospitality. 

This hospitality, which is customary in the East, partly, 
probably to a great extent, assured the material existence of 
himself and his followers, which involved little outlay. Inci- 
dental references help us to understand how the band of 
disciples eked out their subsistence. In the first place, those 
who composed it cannot have been entirely destitute ; there 
is no suggestion that they were paupers. They probably 
pooled their possessions, and one of them was entrusted with 
the common purse. If John xiii. 29 is not a fabrication, 
which is not certain, it was probably Judas. We must, finally, 
take into account the women whom Jesus won to him, and 
who served him with disinterested devotion. Amongst others, 
a passage of Luke viii. 1-8 deserves to be noted : 





“And the twelve were with him and also certain women who 
had been healed of evil spirits and infirmities ; Mary, called Magda- 
lene, out of whom had gone seven devils, and Joanna, the wife of 
Chuza, Herod's steward, and Suzanna, and many others which 
helped him with their substance.” 


There seems no reason to reject this statement in toto. Though 
details may be disputed, there is at least every probability of 
its being substantially true. These women provided what was 
necded and looked after the domestic work. Jesus and his 
itinerant disciples were thus probably the first to put into 
practice the principle established by the primitive community : 
he who preaches the Gospel must live by it. 

The maintenance of Jesus would, however, hardly be very 
expensive. His clothing was of the kind that lasts, and his 
staple food must have heen precisely similar to that. of the 
Galilean peasants, wheat or barley bread, and fish, plentiful 
by the lake, supplemented by milk and its products, vegetables, 
and fruit. There would be little meat, and his drink would 
be water; on special occasions, wine, and sikera (Luke i. 15), 
a kind of beer, made, apparently, from fruit and corn. Possibly 
the Nazarene was not very strict about the food laws of the 
Torah (Mark vii. 15). 

His habits were those of a nabi, a man who goes about 
spreading a message, a type still to be met with in the Moslem 
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world. Those who did not take him seriously, either did not 
listen to him, or tried to embarrass him with artful questions, 
to entice him, if necessary, into a compromising situation. It 
was with this in view, that some ill-disposed persons came to 
him with the dangerous query: “Is it lawful to pay tribute 
unto Cesar?” If he said “ yes,’ he would be discredited in 
the eyes of the strict Jews; if he said “no,” he would be 
fatally compromised with the Romans (Mark xii, 18-17). 
There is no indication that he was insulted or maltreated. 
The outbreak of fury against him, attributed by Luke iv. 49 
to the people of Nazareth, is quite unreliable. It is only a 
development of Mark vi. 1ff., and is intended to symbolize 
the fact that the countrymen of Jesus refused to listen to 
him, and that he turned away from their unbelicf: ‘“ But he, 
passing through the midst of them, went his way.’’ In Luke’s 
time it was no longer to the Jews that salvation was offered, 
but to those more worthy of it. Probably the worst that 
usually happened to Jesus was that he was not listened to. 
It may be that sometimes people were afraid of him. It 
would be quite comprehensible, for in his environment, those 
who did not sce in him a man of God would doubtless be more 
inclined to regard him as a terrible sorcerer than as an in- 
offensive and insignificant fanatic. This feeling is shown in 
the sequel to an incident which in itself is highly strange and 
completely improbable, but which may be separated from the 
feeling which it illustrates. In the land of the Gerasenes, 
somewhere on the eastern bank of the lake, the Nazarene has 
just performed a miracle; he has compelled a band of devils 
which were in possession of an unfortunate man to pass into 
8 herd of swine, and the animals, suddenly seized with madness, 
have thrown themselves into the water and perished. The 
people of the neighbourhood, alarmed by the swineherds, far 
from being delighted by the marvellous “ sign,” are terrified, 
and beg the magician to go away as quickly as possible 
(Mark v. 1-20). 

For a very different reason, the public authorities must 
have been disturbed by a preaching whose theme, the near 
advent of the Kingdom of God, could not have been pleasing 
to them. It is possible that Jesus was very soon made aware 
of this hostility, but we do not know how it was revealed to 
him. What the Gospels tell us of the evil intentions of the 
“ Herodians,” whom they couple with the scribes and Pharisees, 
is very vague, and cannot be analysed into definite facts. We 
see the prophet face to face with the authorities only at the 
time of the Passion, but it does not seem likely that he had 
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never been troubled by them before. If he had assumed the 
behaviour of a Messianic agitator, of the pattern followed by 
so many others,} the police would not have been long in obstruct- 
ing his progress. But since he seems to have preserved, on 
the whole, a calm and peaceful demcanour, since he did not 
talk of any warlike uprisings, and filled his teaching with in- 
junctions to morality and piety instead of denunciations of 
the oppressors of Israel, since, finally, he did not create any 
excitement, it is conceivable that the public authorities at 
first left him unmolested.? That this indifference did not 
last long, we may be certain without the explicit assurance 
of the gospel writcrs. The rapid changes of placc, and the 
precautions of the little gospel band implied by them, especially 
by the abandonment of Galilee and the journey into heathen 
territory, are quite sufficient to convince ysus does not. 
appear to have been 2 blind fanatic, inaccessible to the sug- 
gestions of natural prudence. 






Il 
Tue Mrrac.es 


In that age and country, a prophet could induce people 
to believe in him only by means of “ signs," that is to say, 
miracles which proved that he was possessed of more than 
human power. The synoptic tradition avcrs that the Nazarene 
offered a great. many of these miraculous proofs. ‘ The sight 
of the sick cured by Jesus was, accordingly, the experience 
which convinced the masses that he was possesscd by a super- 
natural power.’ 3 This evidence has been somewhat trouble- 
some to the critics, and for the conservative it still constitutes 
& conclusive argument.* 

Carefully considered, the argument is, however, hardly im- 
pregnable: first, because the distinction between a good 


1 It has been maintained by C. K. Kautsky, Der Ursprung des Chris- 
tentums, Stuttgart, 1908, that so, For the refutation of this view, 
see Hans Windisch, Der messianische Krieg und das Urchristentum, 
Ttibingen, 1909. 

* CMO, i, 208. 

* CXC, 205, based especially on Matt. xii. 15-21. 

‘ There are numerous works dealing with the question. CCV, J14f/., 
gives a bibliography, and an interesting gencral idea of the sncient 
history of the problem. For a general study of the phenomenon of 
the “miracle,” cf. GOCI, and for its relation to the current Jewish and 
Pagan magic, see CCIV and COI. Cy., also, CCKCI and COCxII. 
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miracle, which attests the truth, and a bad miracle, which 
proves nothing but the cunning of the Prince of Error, or the 
adroitness of a charlatan, is a very delicate matter; next, 
because a miracle being, by definition, a fact ( factum mirandum), 
it is not easy to distinguish it from another sort of fact which 
is merely extraordinary or surprising {res mira oculis). The 
theologians inform us that a true miracle “contravenes the 
laws of nature.”’ Unfortunately, we cannot boast of knowing 
the laws of nature well enough to be certain whether a par- 
ticular occurrence contravenes them or not. Further, such a 
definition docs not cndow a miracle with sufficiently definite 
characteristics to prevent the ignorant man—who, we must 
remember, is likely to be a witness, and often the sole witness, 
of the event—from mistaking for one a phenomenon whieh is 
merely unfamiliar and inexplicable to him, but which a more 
enlightened man would unhesitatingly assign to its proper 
place in the natural order. Moreover, these famous “ laws of 
nature’ have not the slightest objective reality. They are 
nothing more than convenient formule, the systematization of 
factual experience, and symbolize the observation of a certain 
regular order in the occurrence and connexion of phenomena, 
In reality, the only things that exist for us, that we perceive 
and have knowledge of, arc facts, of which some are intelligible 
to us, and have been explained, while others are not, but all 
of which, by the very fact of their occurrence, are a part of 
nature. They are natural, or they would not be. Hence, to 
set down as a datum the “laws of nature," and regard the 
contravention of these laws as the criterion of the miraculous, 
is a mere delusion founded on a fallacy. To say that a fact 
is contrary to nature is a meaningless proposition.? 

The order of nature is of a physical character. Scientific 
observation has never discovered any facts which violate it so 
far as it is really known. Hence, to the mind of an educated 
man, it has no metaphysical, but only a practical and inevitable 
necessity. This important conception is foreign to the simple, 
the ignorant, those unimbued with the scientific spirit. They 
readily believe that phenomena, the causality of which they 
do not understand, can be arbitrarily modified, as they are 
arbitrarily produced, by a superior power, divine or magical. 
Therefore, as soon as a phenomenon seems to them to deviate 


1 Augustine, Civ. Dei, 21,8: “ Portentum . . . fitnon contra naturam, 
sed contra guam est nota natura.” This penetrating observation does 
not, however, prevent Saint Augustine from believing in miracles, 
which shows how difficult it is to follow the logic of an argument to its 
ultimate conclusion. 
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from the normal—whose limits, it must be cmphasized, vary 
greatly with the capacity of the observer—thcy proclaim a 
miracle. Renan was mistaken when he wrote :1 “ No miracle 
ever took place before a sceptical audience. The condition of 
a miracle is the credulity of the witness.’ The truth is, that 
it is the interpretation of the fact as a miracle which depends 
upon the credulity of the witness, and not the occurrence of 
the fact itself. If Renan had gone to Lourdes, his presence 
would not have prevented the cures which the pilgrims regard 
as miraculous. He would himself have seen there extraordinary, 
and sometimes amazing, phenomena, but which, in the majority 
of cases, were easy enough to explain, and he would have 
tried to account for each of them as exactly as possible. It is 
hardly necessary to point out that this critical desire for in- 
formation involves a doubt which faith docs not ordinarily 
experience, and which, at bottom, it dves not want to ex- 
perience. It must be remembered that the miracles of the 
past, as, for that matter, those of the present, were observed, 
or rather, discovered, and reported, only by believers. More- 
over, very often, in fact for the most part, those who reported 
the events were not those who actually witnessed them. Hence, 
in a great number of cases, the historian is confronted by the 
Material impossibility of getting back to the exact fact which 
is described as miraculous, and which the inevitable inter- 
pretation begins to distort even in the minds of the eye- 
witnesses. 


“In the last analysis,” writes the Catholie philosopher 
Blondel,? there is nothing more in a miracle than in the most triviat 
of ordinary facts.... Miracles are miraculous only to those 
who are already prepared to recognize the operation of God in the 
commonest events and actions.” 

That is perfectly true, and if faith dictates the interpretation 
of the fact, it likewise controls, and to the same end, the account 
which is given of it. 

Nevertheless, the miracle constitutes, in many religions, the 
supreme argument of apologetic, because it appears to possess 
an objectivity capable of convincing even the unbcliever. This 
is a pure illusion, and in itself the usc of the miracle as a religious 
argument is worth no more than the use of the martyr. The 
martyr dies for his truth, and proves thereby that he holds it 
dearer than life. He does not in the least prove that it is 
“the Truth,” inasmuch as many different, and even conflict- 
ing truths have had their martyrs. Similarly, all the religions 
which have so desired have had their miracles, the same 


2 OLXLY, xliii. 2M. Blondel, L'Action (1898), p. 896. 
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miracles, and, on the other hand, all have shown themselves 
equally incapable of producing certain other miracles. The 
unprejudiced scholar is not surprised at this, because he knows 
that the same causes everywhere produce the same effects. 
But what is strange is that the believer is not surprised at it 
either. He merely insists that his martyrs are the only ones 
who prove anything, and that the martyrdoms of other religions 
sre mere acts of fanaticism.! Similarly, his miracles are the 
only genuine ones ; others are mere empty appearances, fabri- 
cations, frauds, uncomprehended facts, or witchcraft. 

In this rapid review of the general features of the miracle 
from a critical point of view, our intention was, before approach- 
ing the study of the miracles attributed to Jesus, to emphasize 
two fundamental points : first, that the supposedly miraculous 
fact has no specific characteristics which enable it to be un- 
hesitatingly identified ; second, that the interpretation of this 
fact as a miracle depends essentially on the attitude of the 
witnesses. This attitude is not merely the result of the faith, 
or the stupidity, or the inattention, or the credulity, or the 
ignorance, of individuals, but is conditioned by the state of 
knowledge and belief, the state of mind, so to speak, of the 
community from, which they come. At the time when Jesus 
lived, at the time when the tradition concerning him was 
formed and fixed, the conviction that miracles, the direct and 
arbitrary manifestation of the Powers above or below, were 
not only possible, but even frequent, prevailed unquestioned 
in all communities. 

The Olympic cults gave a large place to wonders and 
miracles of all kinds. Livy, for instance, relates so many that 
at the end of the fourth century, a certain Julius Obsequens 
was able, by merely collecting them, to produce at the same 
time a ponderous volume and a very important contribution 
to teratology. Certain gods were veritable specialists in every- 
day magic, for example Zsculapius, and the inscriptions dis- 
covered in the ruins of the Asclepeion at Athens, or of the 
temple of Epidaurus in Argolis, inform us of the marvellous 
cures which the god achieved in his temples.* Care was taken 
to record the principal ones, and to have an account of them 
engraved on the walls, for the honour—and profit—of the 
sanctuary, and the gratitude of those miraculously cured was 
expressed by votive images, often in precious metal. These 
images sometimes represented the part of the body restored 

‘kt is not the suffering, but the cause, that makes the martyr 
(martyrium rion facit pena sed causa), asserts Saint Augustine. 

* COXLIN, 242 g. 
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to health by the divine intervention.1. These miracles were 
the exact counterparts of those still performed daily in all 
the great centres of faith-healing. 

But it was not only the gods who worked miracles. Certain 
noted persons, who had special relations with heaven, such as 
the famous physician Asclepiades * (end of the second century 
B.c.), the Emperor Vespasian, and his contemporary, the 
philosopher Apollonius of Tyre, also performed very interesting 
ones.2 The resemblance between the miracles of Apollonius 
and those of Christ is at first sight so striking that Philostratus, 
the author of the Life of Apollonius, was long credited with 
the intention of creating a kind of counterpart of Jesus for 
the piefistic circle which surrounded Alexander Severus. This 
opinion has been gencrally abandoned,‘ and it is now regarded 
as probable that the resemblance was due solcly to an essential 
similarity of means and results. The Oriental religions, in- 
eluding Judaism, were even more permeated with the miracu- 
lous than classical paganism. In those times, when people 
troubled themselves little with the “ laws of nature,” and had, 
in general, lost the experimental bent which makes for science, 
the performance of miracles appeared in itself to be casy 
enough.* All that was necessary was to know the operative 
words and the efficacious actions. Accordingly, the specialists 
wrote books of formulas, manuals for the complete sorecrer. 
(We still possess a few fragments of them.) It was known 
what it was necessary to do and say, even to revive a corpse.* 

Origen (Contra Celsum, 2, 57) is of the opinion that the 
reason Jesus was born and lived amongst the Jews was because 
they were more accustomed to miracles than any other race, 
and he wanted his supremacy to be impressed upon them by 
a comparison of the marvellous things they had already scen 
with those which he was capable of showing them. If the 
Nazarene had really reasoned in the fashion attributed to him 
by the Alexandrian writer, he would have been greatly dis- 
appointed. His compatriots, the Jews, were neither over- 

1 P, Girard, L'Asclepeion & Athénes, Paris, 1882, p. 116 ff. 

* Apuleius, Florida, 19: “ Aaclepiades ille, inter praccipuos medi- 
corum, si unum Hippocratem excipias, ceteris princeps. . . .” 

+ The texts will be found in COIL, 15, 18, 23 9. 

* XXXV, 217. 

* CGLXIV, 37, n. 1, rightly observes that, though we, nowadays, 
are accustomed to confine the question of miracles solely to the religious 
sphere, this was not the case in those times, In the absence of detinite 


penuibe knowledge, the miraculous was found in all departments of 
fe. 


“Dieterich, Abrazas, Leipzig, 1891, 167f. Cf. XXII, no. 7%, 
P. 27; CCXCHL, 41, 3. 
3. ° 
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whelmed nor convinced by the miracles which he is supposed 
to have performed before their eyes. They remained true to 
type by demanding “ signs,” which it was necessary for him 
to produce because every man who claimed to speak in the 
name of God had to prove that the Holy Spirit was in him. 
Moreover, the nabi could never be sure that his most impres- 
sive miracles would not be attributed to Beelzebub. The 
miracles which Jesus performed, according to the Gospel 
writers, were in no way original: the healing of lunatics, the 
expulsion of devils, extraordinary cures, wonderful powers over 
nature, and even the resurrection of the dead, all were a part 
of what the faith, both of Jews and of pagans, expected of a 
genuine worker of miracles.* 

It has, however, been observed * that in the time of Jesus 
exorcism could not have been common in Palestine, since there 
is very little mention of it in the Mishna and the Tannaite 
literature. This observation, which is well grounded, and in 
harmony with the Talmudic ascription to Jesus of magic 
powers (Shabbat, 104, b), suggests that many of the important 
miracles reported by our Gospels are redactional additions, 
for instance, the raising of the widow’s son at Nain, in 
Luke vii. 11 ff." Apostolic propaganda, which made a great 
deal of them, probably magnified their number, especially by 
the device, so dear to Matthew (ix. 85; xi.5; xiv. 85; xv. 80; 
xix. 2; xxi. 14), of generalization. It is only what we might 
expect. 

On the other hand, it is easy to see that there were, so 
to speak, miraculous “ themes,” which influenced all the miracle 
workers, and even more, their biographers.‘ Lucian of Samo- 
sata, who was, perhaps, much less sceptical than he imagined 
with regard to the popular story-tellers, was once inspired to 
make fun of the wonderful tales of miracles which were current 
in his time, and wrote the Philopseudes, the Lover of Lies. 
It was not only “cobblers and fullers,” but very serious- 
minded men, who believed these incredible fables, for instance, 
Eucrates, ‘‘ with his long beard, his sixty years, and his pro- 
nounced taste for philosophy ” (Philops., 5), the great enemy 
of all falsehood and error, In the book, other philosophers 
of the same type are gathered together in his house one day 
when he is ill, and exchange, along with the most fantastic 
prescriptions of empirical medicine, the most amazing accounts 


1 XEXV, 2199; CCL, 1429.; cxcr, 71 ff; and especially 
cctv, particularly p. 727. Cf. LXXXVI, 143. 
*LXXI, i, 120. * ¢Iv, 22 ff. 


“ EXEXVL, 186 ff. (a very suggestive study), 
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of miracles. We see paraded before us, one after the other, 
the theme of the sick man who carries his bed on his hack (11), 
of the man who walks on the water (18) and revives ‘ putrefy- 
ing corpses,” of the sorcerer who interviews the cvil spirit who 
is capriciously dominating an unfortunate demoniac, threatens 
him, and finally forces him to come out (16), of the “ young 
man of rare beauty, clad in white,” the messenger of the 
gods (25), Anyone who has read the Gospels will at once 
recognize all these incidents and personages. Lucian's book 
cites other wonder-working themes, which are to be found in 
later Christian legend. Must we then conclude that it is a 
case of lies pure and simple, as Lucian says? Let us say 
rather, of facts badly observed, distorted, and enormously 
exaggerated, by the unbridled imagination of those who origin- 
ally bore witness to them, and also of illusions, originating we 
know not how, or where. 

Finally, it is upon the validity of the gospel evidence that 
our judgment depends, on the historicity of the facts which 
they offer as miraculous, not upon their truce nature. Un- 
fortunately, there is little hope of this validity being much 
greater in the case of the miraculous events than in that of 
the others, and the most superficial examination of the texts 
proves, in fact, that it is not. We discover, for instance, that 
each of the Synoptists relates impressive miracles which are 
not mentioned by the others,? so that cach has taken just 
what suited him from tradition or legend. The answer of 
apologetic, that each has chosen from amongst the numerous 
miracles of the Lord the ones that seemed to him most charuc- 
teristic, taking especial care not to duplicate any of the other 
Gospels, will not hold, because scveral of the miracles which 
are related by one alone are more striking than others which 
are given by all three, and because the fact that they some- 
times select the same ones, proves that the Synoptists were 
not influenced by the precaution which is attributed to them. 

On closer scrutiny, we find that the Synoptics treat the 








‘ For example : Mark viii. 22-6, the healing of a blind man ; vii. 
of blind and 














various cures in the presence of the messengers of the ¢ Baptint x 
11-19, the healing of ten lepers ; xxii. 50 ff., the healing of the servai 
of the High Priest, wounded in the commotion of Christ's betrayal ; 
ete. etc, As it is perhaps hardly necessary to add, the Synoptics 
make no mention of the two great Johannine miracles, the miracle of 
the wine at the wedding feast uf Cana (John ji, 1-11) and the raising 
of Lazarus (xi, 88-44). 
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chronological order of the miracles in the career of Jesus in 
the most cavalicr manner, and that they further disagree both 
as to their number and the circumstances which characterize 
them, To cite only one example; if we read the story of the 
resurrection of the daughter of Jairus, a very remarkable 
miracle, which demands the most accurate attestation, we 
shall find in Mark v. 23 that the young girl is “at the point 
of death ” (dezdrw Zyet) ; it is not until somewhat later (v. 85) 
that someone comes to tell the father that she is dead 
(dxé0evev). Matthew ix. 18, on the other hand, makes Jairus 
say ut the beginning that his daughter is dead (1 buydrno pov 
dytt eredetryoev). Luke follows Mark, first stating (viii. 42) 
that the maiden is dying (dxé0vyoxev), and causing it to be 
announced later (viii, 49) that she is dead. 

It is claimed that these are mere details, and that the 
facts remain. Not so, because in this case there are no mere 
details, Everything is essential to the evaluation of the story, 
and it is even very often what is called a detail that holds the 
cluc to the validity and significance of the event in question. 
It is probable that the accounts of the miracles were already 
in confusion when our redactors found them in their sources, 
without details or reliable evidence, more like assertions of 
apologetic which no one thinks of verifying, or confused 
memories, arbitrarily foreed into some sort of meaning and 
order by a redactor, than authentic and circumstantial reports. 
Of the cures, for example, it is impossible to say anything 
definite. We know neither exactly what diseases they operated 
upon, nor whether they were ellicacious or only seemingly so, 
permanent or temporary, real or imaginary.’ 

The rationalists have, on various occasions, made great 
efforts to climinate the thaumaturgical element from the life 
of Jesus. The veteran Paulus is noted for his frank reductio 
ad absurdum of all the miraculous incidents.? With infinitely 
more astuteness and historical sense, Boussct has revived the 
theory, already upheld by Havet amongst others,’ that, with 
the exception of the cures, the gospel miracles proper are not 
historical. During the lifetime of Jesus, there was no thought 
of such things, but when it was realized that he was the Messiah, 
the prophecy of Isaiah xxviii. 18: “ Then shall the eyes of 
the blind be opened, and the ears of the deaf unsealed,” was 





1 CCCI 94; XXIV, i, 102. 
2 CCCXL, 17. Paulus, who died in 1851, was a professor at Jena in 
1798. His great work, Leben Jesus als Grundlage einer reinen Geschichte 
dea Christenthums, appeared in 1828. 
iv, 109; CXCML, 709. 
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piously read back into the period of his activity. On this 
view, the gospel miracles must be regarded as a halo with 
which Jesus was surrounded by the faith of the primitive 
community. This is not the place for a detailed exposition 
and criticism of this conclusion, which is based upon some- 
what specious exegetical arguments, and is, in the opinion of 
the present writer, unsound. Jt would be valid only if it were 
possible to eliminate all the miracles of the gospel narrative, 
and that scems a hopeless task, although, as anyone may sce, 
the number of them preserved by the tradition was not. exces- 
sive, since altogether those related in any detail by the four 
Gospels amount only to about forty.! Doubtless the men who 
edited our texts thought this was all too few, as is naively 
revealed in the last verse of John (xxi. 25); ‘* But there are 
also many other things which Jesus did, the which, if they 
should be written, every one, I suppose that even the world 
itself could not contain the books that should he written.” 

We should like to have some information as to what Jesus 
thought of the miraculous, of his own supernatural gifts, and 
of the use which he made of them, but the Gospels offer us 
little satisfaction. They give the impression, which is pro- 
bably true, that the Master’s ideas on the subject of miracles 
did not differ from the current beliefs of his contemporarics. 
There is no doubt that he believed in the “ double,” in demo- 
niacal possession, and in the maladies resulting from it, and that 
he regarded the working of the miracles as an essential part 
of the life of a man of God. The Scriptures alone would have 
convinced him of it. Moreover, it is very improbable that if 
he had departed from common opinion on a matter of such 
importance, the tradition would not have preserved some trace 
of so striking an idiosyncrasy. 

As a matter of fact, various Protestant theologians have 
believed that such a trace was to be found in two parallel 
passages given by Matthew xii. 88-42, and Luke xi. 29-80, of 
which the source was in all probability the Logia. The follow- 
ing is the translation of Matthew : 





“Then certain of the scribes und Pharisecs answered, saying, 
Master, we would sec a sign from thee. But he answered und naid 
unto them: An evil and adulterous gencration secketh afer a 
sign, and there shall be no sign given to it but the sign of the prophet 
Jonah. For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the whale’s 
belly, so shall the Son of Man be three days and three nighta in the 
heart of the earth.” 


The reading of Luke, although differing somewhat in form, 
+ LXXIX, 226; V, i, 395. 
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is evidently a development of the same logion attributed to 
Jesus, Mark also was acquainted with it. He gives it in a 
condensed form and without the reference to Jonah (viii. 12): 
“Why doth this generation seek after a sign? Verily I say 
unto you, there shall be no sign given to this generation.” 

Matthew, finding it both in the Logia and in Mark, has 
copied it a second time (xvi. 4), putting in again the epithets 
relating to ‘this gencration,”” and the “sign of Jonah,” and 
giving to the proffered “ sign’ the sense of a prediction of the 
great event the imminence of which Jesus is proclaiming (xvi. 8). 

Jesus’ meaning appears to have been: “I produce no 
miracle as a conclusive sign: I do as Jonah did, when he was 
sent by God to the Ninevites : I speak and proclaim the truth : 
do as the Ninevites did when they heard Jonah, and believe 
me!” But this decidedly does not mean that Jesus had no 
belief in miracles, or that he would not, and did not, perform 
them.? He only rejects them as “ signs,” as the proof of his 
mission. In this he is in accord with the logic of the facts, by 
which we mean that the most amazing miracles attributed to 
the Nazarene were never, on the admission of the redactors 
themselves, accepted by their witnesses as conclusive signs. 
The audience may be amazed, admiring, or fearful, occasionally 
angry, but their faith does not necessarily follow upon their 
wonder.? Hence Jesus would have been grievously disappointed 
had he hoped for any greater success. Were not Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum deservedly cursed by him, accord- 
ing to Matthew xi. 20, because, having seen the greater part 
of his miracles, they had, nevertheless, not repented ? Further, 
how could miracles have borne irresistible witness to the truth, 
when the workers of iniquity themselves (of épyatéuevot vi 
dvoxlay) performed them, when they, too, prophesied, effected 
eures, expelled devils (Mark xiii. 22; Matt. xxiv. 24)? In 
such an environment, the miraculous was too commonplace to 
constitute an absolute proof in any instance. We must note 
especially that it was not at all the idea amongst the Jews that 
the working of miracles, even astounding ones, would in itself 
identify the Messiah.* According to the prevalent Jewish con- 
ception, the Messiah would have no need to perform prodigies ; 
he himself would be the miracle. On the other hand, a mere 
rabbi could prove his words by appropriate marvels. 


1 Cf. EB, Gospels, § 141; LXVII', 146; CLXV, 44. 

* Mark i, 27; ii. 12; v.17 and 20; Matt. vii 3 ix. 8 and 83; 

20; xii. 28; Luke v. 26; vi. 11; vii. 16; viii. 25 and 56; ete. 
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There are some passages which seem at first sight to con- 
tradict these statements, but they are in all probability expres- 
sions of the religious beliefs of the gospel writers, and not of 
the mind of Jesus. In Matthew xii. 28, for instance, we read : 
“If I by the Spirit of God cast out devils, then the Kingdom 
of God is come unto you.” This logion, which is not found in 
Mark, but which Luke xi. 20 gives in almost the same words, 
comes, apparently, from Q. According to it, Jesus adduces his 
power to cast out devils as a proof, a sign, of the divine nature 
and the truth of his message! A general examination of the 
whole passage relating to Beclzecbub in the three Synoptics, 
however, reveals Mark iii. 28-7 to be an older and more con- 
nected version, which justifies us in believing that the passage 
in Matthew and Luke belongs to a secondary redaction. Obvi- 
ously it is inserted like a wedge into the original reading, break- 
ing it into two parts.* It represents a tendentious gloss by a 
redactor, and is quite unreliable. 

The reply which Jesus is supposed to have made to those 
sent by the Baptist to ask who he is, secms at first much more 
conclusive. In Matthew xi. 4-6 it runs as follows: 


“ And Jesus answered and said unto them: Gv and tell John 
the things that you have seen and heard. The blind sce, the Iame 
walk, the iepers are cleansed, and the deaf hear, the dead arc raised 
up, and the poor receive the Glad Tidings.” 


This passage, like the preceding one, is given by Luke 
(vii. 22-8) almost word for word, but omitted by Mark. It 
must come from the logia, but like the previous one, from a 
more elaborate redaction of them than that known by Mark. 
Taking the passage literally, Jesus adduces his miracles, which 
the messengers of John are supposed to have witnessed, as the 
expression and proof of his Messiahship, and the fulfilment of 
the prophecies. Part of the alleged reply is, in fact, inspired 
by Bash xxxv. 5-6: “Then shall the eyes of the blind be 
opened and the ears of the deaf unstopped; then shall the 
lame man leap as a hart, and the tongue of the dumb sing.” 
It contains also a reminiscence of Isaiah Ixi. 1: ‘ He hath 
anointed me to preach Glad Tidings to the poor." The ancient 
prophet mentions neither the healing of the Iepers nor the 
restoration of the dead, but those were the most wonderful 
Miracles of all, that were ascribed by the tradition to the public 
career of the Lord. 

If Jesus actually said those words, his reply to John the 
Baptist was completely contrary to that which he is supposed 


1 LEVI, 144. 2 CHIL, i, 766; XCVIL, 48. 
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to have given the Pharisees when they asked him for a sign. 
The attempt has been made? to interpret the passage meta- 
phorically, in a spiritual sense, on the grounds that its mean- 
ing is completely determined by the final sentence, in which 
no miracle is involved: ‘“‘ The poor receive the Glad Tidings.” 
We have no right to juggle with perfectly definite statements 
in this manner, but we are justified in questioning whether 
Jesus really uttered the assertions reported by Q. It is to be 
noted that, if the passage is genuine as we have it, it flatly 
contradicts, not only the statement with regard to the sign of 
Jonah, but the whole of what may be called the ‘ Messianic 
scerct ” of Jesus, all his injunctions to those who benefited by 
his miracles, and to the evil spirits, to say nothing of the matter 
to anyone (Mark i. 44; iii. 12; v. 48; vii. 836; viii. 80; ix. 
9; cte.). It is particularly hard to sce what could be the point 
of Peter's confession at Cxsarea Philippi (Matt. xvi. 18 ff.) that 
the Master was the Christ, the son of the living God, a confes- 
sion of which the disciples are enjoined to say nothing to any- 
one, if Jesus himself had deliberately announced the same thing 
in public for the information of John the Baptist, It is still 
stranger that. he offers his forerunner, as convincing proof, all 
that wonder-working which the Jewish tradition did not in the 
least expect of the Messiah? and which he himself does not 
interpret in that way in the presence of his most intimate 
disciples. 

If he really received messengers from the Baptist—as is 
probable, because the procecding is inconsistent with the legend 
of the Forerunner, which implies that it was foreed upon the 
redactors of the first gospel documents by the original tradi- 
tion—he could not have offered a crop of miracles as the expres- 
sion and proof of his own mission, since there was nothing in 
that to convince John. There is no apparent connexion of fact 
or reason between the miracles enumerated and the assertion 
that the Glad Tidings are given to the poor. The combination 
represents nothing but the coupling of two prophecies, and it 
is certain that this was not the work of Jesus. It belongs to 
a time when the Glad Tidings meant the Gospel, the Christian 
Jaith, and when the miracles of the Lord were already regarded 
as proofs of his Messiahship, that is to say, they were adduced 
by apologetic as being essentially signs. To judge by the 
Synoptics themselves, Jesus did not share this view. He offers 


1 Cf. LXVIL, 144; EB, Gospels, §140; I-a, i, 307; OLXV, 44. 
,1 The passage of Isa, xxxv. 5-6, just cited, does not refer to the 
Medsiah’s personal activity, but to the prosperity of Israet under the 


reign of God. 
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his miracles as the rewards, almost the results, of faith in him,! 
and not as manifestations of his special power. It seems 
particularly improbable that Jesus said “ the dead are raised,” 
when, at the utmost, our Synopties record only fro cases of 
resurrection, of which only one (that of the daughter of Jairus) 
is given by all three redactors. But. it was quite natural thet 
the secondary tradition should extend to death the power over 
the whole of life which it attributed to Christ. 

These considerations lead us to believe that the passage of 
the logia copied more or less exactly by Matthew xi. and Luke 
vii, was already only a tendentious interpretation of the actual 
reply of Jesus, or, more accurately, it substituted for that reply 
a couple of lines of artificial apologetic, We may wonder why 
such a proceeding was deemed necessary. Probably it was 
because what Jesus had really said did not correspond in the 
least with what it was at that time believed that he must have 
said. 

We shall add a word on the subject of another passage 
which puts into the mouth of the Nazarene an assertion of the 
evidential value of his miracles. It is the one which contains 
the cursing of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum (Matt. xi. 
20-4; Luke x. 13-15). The passage of Matthew is a little 
longer than that of Luke, and a comparison of the two affords 
an opportunity for interesting observations regarding the 
redactional methods of the two authors, but. sinee the substance 
is the same, and undoubtedly comes from the logia, we translate 
the shorter of the two: 





“Woe unto thee Chorazin, woe unto thee Rethsaida! for if 
the miracles literally, the * powers,’ the * forces '—dynameix} had 
heen done in Tyre and Sidon which have heen done in you, they 
would have long ago repented, sitting in sackcloth and ashes. And 
verily, it shall be more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon ut the judg- 
ment than for you. And thou, Capernaum, shalt thou be exalted 
to heaven? Thou shalt be hurled down to hell.” 





This, too, contradicts the statement about the sign of Jonah, 
It has been claimed * that the anger indicated by the passage 
sprang from an incident of Apostolic times, an ill-fated attempt 
at propaganda in a region where Jesus, according to the Evan- 
gelist, had had nothing but success, But this theory is too 


tIn Mark v. 35 le says to the woman with an issue of blood who 
has humbly touched his cloak from behind; * Daughter, thy faith 
hath made thee whole ; go in peace and be cured of thy plague.” See 
also Mark vii. 20; ix. 22 ff.; x. 52; ete. 

* CXY, 50. 
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obviously inspired by the desire to get rid of a troublesome 
passage. 

The passage reflects a feeling which Jesus cannot fail to 
have experienced, that of the practical futility of his preaching. 
Hence it is reasonable to suppose that the substance of what 
he said was somewhat as follows: “I have spoken; I have 
proclaimed the truth to you ; you have not listened to me, for 
you have not repented. More, you have ignored the mani- 
festations of the divine power that is in me; you have achieved 
your own damnation.”’ If this was Jesus’ train of thought, 
there is no implication that the dynameis in question had been 
intended by him as “‘signs.”’ But they were facts from which 
it was natural to infer the divine origin and the authority of 
the prophet, In other words, the passage obviously implied 
that Jesus believed himself to have wrought miracles—cures 
and cxorcisms—but it does not contradict the assertion regard- 
ing the sign of Jonah. It merely intimates that the towns 
which he cursed, though unmoved by the spoken truth, might 
at least have becn moved by the dynameis, but remained un- 
touched even by his works of power. 

From the various considerations just presented, it seems 
possible to draw the following conclusions : 

(1) Jesus believed in miracles just as the people around him 
did. le regarded cures and exorcisms as miracles, manifesta- 
tions of the power (dynamis) granted by God to his chosen 
ones. 

(2) Believing himself to be one of these, he felt in him the 
powcr to manifest the divine dynamis in the ways with which 
his world was familiar. 

(8) Nevertheless, it was not these miracles which he regarded 
as the most important part of his activity. It was necessary 
for him to perform them in order to be taken seriously, but, 
though he did not despise them, he never counted on them to 
establish his Gospel, that is to say to procure the acceptance 
of the Glad Tidings. They were only incidental. He must 
have been conscious of his failure, and perhaps on one occasion 
went so far as to say, in acknowledgement of the eager con- 
fidence the Jews so often accorded to ‘signs’: “ Not even 
those moved them!” 

There can be no doubt that the most ancient tradition 
attributed to Jesus feats and actions regarded as miraculous, 
and that it was right. But it is equally evident that, not having 
the slightest suspicion that its assertions might reasonably be 
disputed, it took no trouble to justify them. Not only did it 
collect indiscriminately whatever was said about these miracles 
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amongst the disciples, but, once more, it surrendered completely 
to the inevitable tendency to elaboration, which must have 
exaggerated their quality as well as their quantity. The gospet 
redactors are inspired by the “ aretalogical”’ spirit. What 
matters to them, much more than the truth and accuracy of 
the facts they allege, is their effect upon the reader. They 
take none of the precautions which would imply the slightest 
disposition to incredulity on his part. This is not the place 
to devote ourselves to a critical examination of the miracles 
attributed to Jesus, since we are only concerned with them 
here as a feature of his career. But if they are examined as 
thoroughly and impartially as possible, certain conclusions 
clearly emerge, of which we may give the following brief 
summary. 

Jesus effected cures which were deemed by himself and his 
contemporaries to be miraculous. He attributed them to the 
divine dynamis which he felt within him. This dynamis, whose 
efficacy implied, or, more correctly, was the result of, the faith 
of the sick, did not pertain peculiarly to him; it manifested 
itself wherever there was a strong faith in its existence. It 
still manifests itself today under the same conditions, exercising 
its power on diseases of nervous origin. There is no trust- 
worthy evidence to lead us to belicve that Jesus cured any 
other kind of malady, and it appears certain that the authentic 
tradition limited his miracles to those of healing, which offers 
a very natural explanation why they were not regarded, in his 
environment, as conclusive “ signs.” A considerable heighten- 
ing of the wonder-working element was very quickly forced 
upon the tradition; in the first place, because the miraculous 
was, if we may so put it, the accepted currency of the religious 
faith of the time, and because no miracle appearcd d priori 
impossible ; secondly, because the Christian faith had, of urgent 
necessity, to discover in the life of the Lord the illustration 
of all the wonder-working “themes” contained in the Old 
Testament or in contemporary pagan legends. It was unthink- 
able that the dynamis of Christ should not reveal itself as 
equal, or superior, to that of all the prophets and al) the pagan 
divinities. Finally, symbolic or allegorical modes of expres- 
sion * were customary, which frequently transformed religious 
ideas and concepts into myths, that is to say, which would 


1 dgeraloyla means in substance an account of the wonders wrought 
by a god or a hero. The “ aretalogical spirit” is, then, in gencral, 
the kagiographical spirit of ancient times. “ Est mendax aretalogus,” 
wrote Juvenal, Sal., xv, 16, and he expressed the common opinion. 

* OLXXY, 114f.; COLXIV, $2; CIll, i, 188. 
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symbolize a teaching, a parable, a doctrinal point, by a more 
or less marvellous anecdote. Above all, we must emphasize 
the fact that our Gospels are not books of history. They belong 
to a type of literature in which the factual unreality of the 
narrative was justified by the deep sincerity of the writers’ 
feelings, and vagueness, or definite inaccuracy of detail were 
effaced by the truth of the general impression. The attribution 
of a miracle sanctified by tradition and regarded as evidential, 
or of a strikinge moral characteristic, to an entirely different 
place, date, or personage from its original connexion, is a recog- 
nized form of procedure in writings intended for edification. 
Such methods were to attain their height later, in the Lives 
of the Saints, but our Gospels may be rightly regarded as the 
first essays in Christian hagiography. 


CHAPTER IX 
THE LENGTH OF JESUS’ PUBLIC CAREER?! 


HE subject of this chapter is another of those questions 

of the greatest importance to us, with which our gospel 
writers did not concern themselves. The few meagre and care- 
less hints they have incidentally }et fall are very vague, and, 
in addition, difficult to reconcile. According to the Synoptics, 
the public life of Jesus may be inferred to have covered, at 
the utmost, about a year,? but according to the Fourth Gospel 
its duration must be extended to nearly three and a half years. 
We are justified in asking, not merely who is right, but whether 
anyone is right, There is grave danger, not only in John, but 
hardly Jess in the Synopties,® that our calculations may be 
invalidated by the numcrical symbolism which was so common 
among Eastern pcople. 

The smallest acquaintance with the Gospel of Mark reveals 
its complete indifference to chronology. Its incidents succeed 
each other in an entirely artificial sequence, and it is usually 
impossible to determine their exact temporal relation to cach 
other, and consequently to form the slightest gencral estimate 
of the period covered by the series. Here are a few examples ? 

We read in Mark i. 89: “ And he preached in their 

throughout all Galilee, and cast out devils”; Mark vii. 24: 

“ And departing thence he went into the country of ‘Tyre; in Mark 

vii. 31: “And again departing from the country of ‘Tyre, he came 

through [that of] Sidon on the sea of Galilee to the inidat of the 

territory of Decapolis.” 


It is obviously impossible for us to estimate the period of 
time covered by these various journcys and remcvals. Cer- 
tainly no one seems to think that it was very long, but we 
cannot base a definite conclusion on such an impression, couched 
in such vague terms. Let us take a case in which the redactor 

‘EB, Chronology (von Soden), $44; CXLI, 270]; hibliography 

49, 0. I. On the principal works, see Schweitzer, CLKXVL, 613 Jf. 
The most recent with which we are acquuinted ix that of H. Windisch, 
Die Dauer der offentlichen Wirksamkeit Jexu, in ZNTW, xii, 1011, 142-75. 

+ COXVI, 50; CCXXXD, 17; LXXXIX, oz. 
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has aimed at an appearance of precision. He has just (viii. 
27-9, 1) related how Jesus received, near Cesarea Philippi, the 
confession of Peter: ‘‘ Thou art the Christ,” and has attached 
to it a discourse which, moreover, has hardly any connexion 
with the incident. He passes next to the account of the Trans- 
figuration (ix. 2 ff.) which he introduces with the following 
words: ‘‘ And after six days, Jesus took with him Peter and 
James and John.” The definiteness is strange and means 
nothing to us, unless it is simply an echo, on the redactor’s 
part, of a verse of Exodus, xxiv. 16: ‘ And the glory of Jahweh 
abode upon mount Sinai, and the cloud covered it six days, 
and the seventh day he called unto Moses out of the midst of 
the cloud.”’ In any case, it is merely the link between a dis- 
course torn from its proper setting and a purely mythical 
incident. 

There is a passage in Luke iv. 19 which has often been 
supposed to contain definite information. Jesus has come to 
Nazareth, and in the synagogue on the Sabbath he reads a 
passage from the Nebiim, in this case Isaiah (Ixi. 1-2; viii. 
6), wnich, quoted freely from the Septuagint, may be translated 
as follows : 


“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me because he hath anointed 
me to speak glad tidings to the poor. He hath sent me to proclaim 
liberty to the captive and sight to the blind, to set the oppressed 
free, and announce the propitious year of the Lord.” 


The whole verse is very applicable to Jesus; too applicable, 
in fact, for it is easy to forget that it is only a quotation and 
to see in it an indication of the length of the public career of 
the prophet, namely, one year. But the question is, exactly 
what this ‘propitious year of the Lord” means. Does it 
correspond to the recollection of a fact, or to the requirements 
of a conventional chronology, mainly, or wholly, dictated by 
cultual considerations, and with little relation to facts?! It 
is difficult to decide, and in either case the suggestion rests on 
too slender a foundation to justify any conclusion." 

If we approach the matter from another angle, and ask our- 
selves what length of time would be sufficient to include, with- 
out crowding them, all the events related by Mark, we can 
readily see that it would not need to be very long. The Fathers 
and most of the heretics were, on the whole, of the opinion 


1 OXVIL, 801 7. 
* XOVI, 68, is of the opinion that the passage has no chronological 
implication whatever. We bave our doubts as to that, but certainly, 


it proves nothing. CY. CII, i, 842. 
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that the period indicated was onc year,’ and the majority of 
modern critics have agreed with them.’ It is difficult to under- 
stand why Albert Reville, for instance, holds that twelve months 
would not be long enough, and, after having specifically declared 
that John cannot be relied upon in the matter, finally accepts ? 
the period of three years indicated by that Gospel, on the 
grounds that it is borne out by a sentence of Luke xiii, 6-9 
(parable of the fig-tree), in which Jesus is supposed to say: 
“Behold these three years I have come secking fruit on this 
fig-tree and found none.’ But in the parable, it is not Jesus 
who says these words, but the owner of the fig-tree, and the 
three years merely symbolize a long period of patient waiting. 
It is rash to read more into them.* 

Although attempts have sometimes been made to reinstate 
the Johannine chronology, it is not in very good repute. Its 
inconsistency with that of the Synoptics creates a difficulty 
which critics have attempted to remove by showing that it is 
the result of a faulty transmission of the Johanninc text. 
According to the letter of the text that has come down to us, 
John intimates that three Passovers were observed by Jesus 
at Jerusalem (ii. 18; vi. 4; xi. 55). The Fathers, however, 
who accepted a year as the period of Jesus’ career, were not 
disturbed by the contradiction in John, which suggests that 
possibly it may not haye existed for them as it does for us. 
It is noteworthy that Ireneus, who does reckon three Easters 
in John, finds, as we do, the first in ii. 18, and the third in 
xi. 55, but the second, not in vi. 4, but in v. 1 (vera tadra yw 
opt) caw “Iovdatwv), where the word éopty}, that is, festival, 
is usually understood to mean Pentecost. We may perhaps 
infer that Ireneus and Origen, who agrees with him (Jn Johan., 
18, 39), had a text of vi. 4 that was different from ours. Again, 
we know from Epiphanius (Her., 5, 22) that the Alogi § thought 
that the Johannine narrative included only two Passovers, one 
at the beginning and the other at the end of the ministry of 
Jesus. It might, accordingly, be that John really intended to 
represent a period of about a year, and that the successive 
festivals to which he alludes~assuming, of course, our vi. 4 
to be an interpolation—were distributed as follows: ii. 18: 
Passover; v. 1: Pentecost; vii. 2: Tabernacles; x. 22: 


! Detailed information on this point will be found in CXLIL, 28) 

* There were, however, some Fathers who were, under the influence 
of John, in favour of two or three years, e.g, Mclito, Heracleon, Tatian, 
Hippolytus. 

* CLXX, i, 227 g. * XCVIII, 148. 

* Designation of the heretics who rejected the Johannine Logos. 
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Dedication; xi. 55: Passover. Certainly all the events of 
John casily fall within these limits." On the other hand, how- 
ever, there is always the danger that these considerations may 
indicate, not the original state of the text, but a patristic 
adaptation designed to reconcile the Synoptics with the Johan- 
nine tradition.* 

It must be remembered, morcover, that the chronological 
details of John may not have any direct connexion with history, 
put merely represent the intentions of the author, who is very 
little concerned with historical facts. One of the best com- 
mentators on the Fourth Gospel, the American critic Bacon, 
has suggested * that the visits of Jesus to Jerusalem mentioned 
by the Evangelist are to be interpreted on the basis of the 
teaching which they involve : 

“We cannot deduce from them an itinerary of the travels of 

Jesus during his ministry, but we may perhaps obtain a glimpse 

vf the ideus of Christ, as they were understood and interpreted 

nearly a century after him, regarding the Jewish festivals which 
were adopted and transformed by Christian ritual.” 
In other words, the redaction had a cultua] aim in view. In 
Bacon’s opinion an unbiased reader cannot fail to receive the 
impression that when, on the occasion of the last Passover, 
which is the only one mentioned by the Synoptics, Jesus visits 
the Temple with his disciples, it is for the first time. 

Modern conservative critics have gone to enormous trouble 
in their endeavour to retain both the gospel chronologies 
and to regard them as complementary. Some, such as Sanday 
and Stanton, have made this reconciliation as it were an @ 
priori necessity, by laying it down as a principle that no pious 
Jew, such as Jesus, could possibly have missed going to Jeru- 
salem for the great festivals.’ It is a well-meaning, but, as it 
happens, entirely gratuitous assumption. The truth is, that, 
without straining the texts, the inference to be drawn from 
John is that the period of Jesus’ public life comprised three 
years and a few months. It is only arbitrarily, and by means 
of very questionable deletions, that this can be reduced even 
to two years. Bacon, for instance,’ believes himself justified 
in saying that there is little difference between the two appar- 

4 Von Soden, EB, Chronology, § 45. On this particular chrono- 
logical problem, ef. CXXIX, 278 ff, 282. 

* CXXVII', 61, is convinced that three Passovers at least. and 
possibly even four, are indicated in John, f. CXLEL, 280. 

> CXVII, 4107. 

“Cf. especially Mark xi 11 and Luke xix. 41. 

+ LEXXML, iii, 228 9. Cf. CXVIIL, 358. 

* CXXV—D, 65. * CXVH, 409, 491. 
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ently conflicting chronologies, but he has paved the way for 
this conclusion by transferring two of the Jcrusalem Passovers 
to Galilee, on the strength of a very foreed interpretation of 
Mark ii. 28 and vi. 89, besides ruling out John ii. 13-25 (the 
first Passover), and x. 22-39 (the Dedication). These emenda- 
tions made to order are inadmissible, and the solution of the 
problem must be sought in some other way. If John had 
intended to correct the Synopties, he would probably have 
emphasized his assertions, tried to throw them into relief. This 
precaution would have secmed all the more necessary inasmuch 
as he was contradicting a tradition which was unquestionably 
established in writing and familiar to the Christian communities 
long before his own redaction, and which he himself was well 
acquainted with, and made free use of, interpreting it in his 
own way. Hence his motive must have been different, and 
the inference is that it corresponded with some symbolical 
intention, which would be quite in accord with his characteristic 
tendency, and would, besides, harmonize very well with the 
perspective in which he places the public life of Jesus. Three 
years and a half is half a week of years, the Messianic week 
consisting of seven years. It is true that he docs not stress 
this idea either, but here we are no Jonger in the presence of 
a@ mere chronological computation, we are approaching the 
heart of the Mystery, which will be properly understood by 
the initiated for whom the buok is intended, and by them alone. 
It is completely improbable that the preaching of Jesus, thor- 
oughly Messianic as it appears to be in John, could have lasted 
so long, especially in Judawa, without arousing the authorities. 
Much less than that would have sufficed to make the Roman 
officials take measures for safeguarding the government. The 
Evangelist realizes this so well that he implies a kind of per- 
manent miracle, by means of which the arrest of Jesus is 
deferred * until the moment when the Lord himself permits it, 
because “the hour is come when the Son of man should be 
glorified ” (xii. 23. Cf. xiii, 1; xvii. 1). 

The statements of Luke, if we were compelled to infer from 
his quotation of Isaiah in iv. 19 that he assigned to the career 
of Jesus a duration of one year, would inspire no more con- 
fidence than those of John. But it seems reasonable to suppose 
that, in default of exact dates, which they were doubtless not 
in a position to give, the Synoptic editors followed the contem- 
porary Christian belief, and that this did not hold the public 
life of the Lord to have extended over several years. Indeed, 
it would be hard to conccive that the Nazarene could have 

+ CXXVII', 62-6. 
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gone up and down the country for three years, proclaiming 
an event which never came, without losing all his followers 
and himself ceasing to have faith in his mission. Such hopes 
do not endure postponements and delays for long. Judging 
by the probabilities, even “ about a year’ scems too much. 
The gospel narrative does not require this minimum by a long 
way, and it is improbable that the forbearance of Herod’s police 
and of Roman suspicion would have lasted so long. Our own 
opinion is that the public life of Jesus did not cover more than 
a few months, or even, exclusive of the times when he was in 
flight or hiding, a few wecks.? 

If we take it as probable, on the evidence of the first editor 
of Acts and the Third Gospel,? that the Baptist began preach- 
ing in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius (Luke iii. 1), 
or between August, 28, and August, 29, and if we assume that 
he was arrested, as secms likely, at the end of a few wecks, 
or, at the most, of a few months, we can place the career of 
Jesus in 28, 29 or 80, and the end of it about the April of one 
of the two latter years, supposing that it really was coincident 
with the Feast of the Passover. Any more exact dating is 
quite arbitrary, and a matter of opinion, not of knowledge.” 
Even if the details of the Synoptic tradition regarding the 
chronology of Passion weck were accurate, which is by no 
means certain, we are too ill-informed regarding the Jewish 
lunar calendar of those times and its exact relation to the Julian 
calendar to make any reliable * reckoning. 

To give an idea of the ingenious or fantastic theories which 
have claimed to supply a certainty underived from the texts, 
we shall say a few words about two or three of them. Keim, 
the author of a well-known work on the history of Jesus, be- 
lieves that John the Baptist perished at the end of 84 and 
Jesus at the time of the Passover in 35.5 He bases his con- 
clusion on the evidence of Josephus (Ant., 18, 5, 2) from which 
he argues as follows: Herod Antipas having experienced great 
reverses in the war he was waging against the Arab king Aretas, 


1 This is, on the whole, the opinion of Loisy, Ixxix, 62. The con- 
clusions of Kuscbius, H.E., 1, 10, 6, who believes that the preaching 
of Jesus lasted not quite four years (ovd” é4oc tergaétnc), are of no 
importance, being based upon an erroneous calculation regarding the 
succession of a Jewish High Priests. 

* COXXM, 6. 

> Cf. Von Soden, EB, Chronology, § 

«The reader is referred, for example, to ‘the book of J. Bach, Monat- 
stag und Jahr des Todes Christi, Frib, in Brisgau, 1912. The author de- 
cides in favour of the 8rd of April, 88. We ean only envy his confidence. 

“Th. Keim, Die Geach. Jesu von Nazara, iii, Zurich, 1878, 489 ff. 
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in 86, the people saw in this fact a punishment for the killing 
of the Baptist. Hence the execution of the prophet could not 
have been very much earlier than 86. But at the Passover of 
86, Pilate was no longer in Jerusalem, so that, at the latest, 
the crucifixion of Jesus must have taken place at the Passover 
of 85, and the death of John, which necessarily preceded it, 
falls naturally at the end of 84. It seems somewhat rash to 
place so much reliance on a statement of Josephus, which in 
any case would be entirely consistent with o longer interval, 
and to do so is to plunge gratuitously into difficulties. For 
what becomes of “the fifteenth year of Tiberius"? Kven 
sacrificing this to Josephus, who is not usually deserving of 
such confidence, we have still to attribute to the Lucan tradi- 
tion an error of five years in the date of Jesus’ death. Keim 
seems to explain the obscure by what is still more obscure. 

A still more arbitrary and surprising theory is that of De 
Jonge? He affirms that Jesus was a disciple of Hillel, and 
must have made his first appearance when he was between forty 
and fifty years old, as John states (viii. 56-7).2 If Luke makes 
him thirty, it is because Luke was an artist, and wished to 
picture Jesus in the full flower of his manhood. De Jonge is 
equally convinced of other, and even more surprising things ; 
for instance, that Jesus was a widower when he began preach- 
ing, and had a young son. It is the latter who is referred to 
in John vi. 9: “ There is a Jad here which hath five barley 
loaves and two fishes.” All these ingenuities, and others which 
we leave unmentioned, leave us unconvinced, as also the 
confident conviction of Voigt ¢ that Jesus was baptized on the 
loth or 11th of January, 27. 

They are merce illusions, fairy-tales, curiosi to which 
common sense can give no credence, and which bring us back 
to the only assertion justified by prudence and probability, 
namely, that we cannot determine exactly the limits of the 
public career of Jesus, but we may be sure that they were 
narrow. We shall probably not be far from the truth if we 
assign to it, at the maximum, 4 duration of a few, possibly 
three or four, months. 








‘A criticism of his theory will be found in XXIX, i, 443 ff. 

1 De Jonge, Jeschuah. Der klassiche jtidische Mann. Zerstorung des 
kirchlichen Enthiillung des jiidischen Jesus-Bildes, Berlin, 1904, For 
criticiam see CLXXVL, 352 7. 

* Cf. p. 102 ff, 110. 

+H. Voigt, Die Geschichte Jesu und die Astrologie, Leipzig, 1911. 
Cf. CLEXVI, 613. 


CHAPTER X 
THE SUCCESS OF JESUS 
I 
Documentary INCONSISTENCIES 


T is not casy to estimate the success of Jesus’ preaching. 

In the period and the ronment which produced our 
Gospels, it was hardly possible to admit that the Lord had 
not been listened to, and had not aroused cnthusiasm wherever 
he went. 

We get the impression from Mark that the appearance of 
Jesus had a tremendous effect all over the country of the Jews. 
From the miracle which initiated his career at Capernaum, his 
fume (jj dxei) dvred) spread “ abroad throughout all the region 
round about Galilee” (i. 28), and that very evening “ all the 
city was gathered together ut the door” of the house which 
sheltered him (i, 33), Heneeforth, wherever he goes, as soon 
as his presence is known the multitude assembles and crowds 
around him. As by degrees the news of “ the things he does ” 
becomes more widely known, the throng is recruited from 
further alield. They come “from Galilee and from Judea, 
and from Jerusalem and from Idumea, and from beyond 
Jordan, and from the neighbourhood of Tyre and Sidon ”’ 
(iii. 7 ff). Lf he departs, they follow him (ii. 18; x. 46). In 
vain he secks to escape by going into the desert places ; they 
are soon on his track (i. 45). He takes ship and hastens to 
the other side of the lake, only to find there a great throng 
awaiting him (v. 21). A “great multitude ” surrounds his 
disciples, and watches for his return at the foot of the mount 
of the Transfiguration (ix. 14). Frequently it is the desire and 
hope of a miracle which attracts the people, but they are 
brought also by the wish to hear the prophet (vi. 15; viii. 28) 
and to listen to his teaching (ii. 18 ; of. iv. 1-2). In their zeal, 
his followers even forget food and drink, and Jesus is compelled 
to perform dazzling miracles to make up for their lack of fore- 
sight and feed them in the heart of the wilderness (vi. 84; 


718 
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viii, 1-9). This eagerness is manifested not only in Galilee, 
it is met with even in the country of Tyre and Sidon, where, 
as soon as she hears of his beneficent presence, a Syrophenician 
woman hastens, in her simplicity, to implore him to heal her 
daughter (vii. 24 ff.). It is the same even in the territories of 
Judea and Persea (x. 1), even at Jerusalem, where the enemies 
of the Galilean nabi darc not arrest him for fear of the multi- 
tude (xii. 12; xiv. 2), which “ listens to him gladly " (xii. 87), 
In his account of the two miracles of the loaves and fishes, the 
Evangelist mentions the number present, which at least indi- 
eates what he means by “a great multitude’ (7AM; mudd) 
(iii. 8): it is five thousand souls (xevtuxecyitun dvdoez) (vi. 
44) in the one case, and about four thousand (6; tetguxingtitor) 
in the other (viii. 9). That is no mean gathering, and one which 
could not have passed unnoticed by the authoritics in a small 
country. 

At times there were so many people constantly arriving to 
surround Jesus and his disciples, that they had no time to “so 
much as cat bread” (iii. 20; vi. 31). In order to speak to 
them effectively the prophet was compelled to go on board & 
boat a few yards from the shore (iv. 2). In town, on one 
cecasion, the press was so great in and around the house where 
he was, that in order to bring a paralytic to him it was necessary 
to hoist the man on to the roof and Iet him down through a 
hastily contrived hole (ii. 1 ff.). When Mary and “his kin” 
come to try to tear him away from the mode of life which 
disturbs them, they cannot get through the crowd, and it is 
by word passed from mouth to mouth that his mother lets him 
know that she is in the strect and wants him (iii. 81). Through 
all the country around Gennesarct the sick and disabled are 
brought out to be placed in his way, that they may touch the 
fringe of his cloak (vi. 58-6). 

It is hardly necessary to repeat after Matthew and Luke 
what we have just heard from Mark, and they had heard before 
us, but it is to be noted that the Johannine tradition is quite 
in accord with it. The cager flocking of the people about Jesus, 
and their anxiety to profit by the curcs he performed, arc as 
much emphasized by the Fourth Gospel as by the second (iv. 
89 ff.; iv. 43; vi. 1-2; vi. 22 ff.; ete.) At one time, the 
enthusiasm even goes so far that its object is forced to escape 
by a kind of flight, knowing that the excited multitude wants 
to make him king (vi. 15). According to Luke, when he leaves 
Jericho to go up to Jerusalem, those with him believe that the 
Kingdom is on the verge of appearing. Such faith and such 
demonstrations would not be hard to conceive of, on the part 
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of the am haares, villagers and peasants, simple people, quickly 
moved to extremes, who probably made up the usual audience 
of Jesus! and whom he understood well enough to know how 
to talk to them ; and some modern critics, who are not in the 
habit of blindly acecpting every Gospel assertion, have believed 
in this enthusiasm and this success.* Nevertheless, it is 
extremely improbable, and the gospel writers themselves give 
conclusive evidence against it. 
In the preamble of John we read (i. 10-11): 


“ He was in the world, the world which was made by him, and 
the world knew him not. He came unto his own, and his own 
reccived him not.” 


Plainly though the Baptist had spoken, hailing in Jesus 
“the Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the world ” 
{i. 29), his authority did not avail to remove this deplorable 
blindness. Though the “ signs,” that is to say, the miracles 
which Jesus consented to perform, induced a certain number 
of the people of Jerusalem to believe “in his name,” they 
ercalcd no more than a superficial and unstable faith (John 
ii. 28-4), The obstinate, malevolent, and murderous unbelief 
of the majority of the Jews with regard to the divine Master 
is, indeed, one of the main themes of the Fourth Gospel (vii. 
1, 11, and 80; viii. 59; etc.). In the Synopties, too, there is 
no lack of evidence to contradict their apparent optimism. 
We have only to recall the curse uttered against Chorazin, 
Bethsaida and Capernaum, the very centres of the Galilean 
activity of Jesus, whose incredulity nothing could break down, 
and whose hardness of heart is declared to have been greater 
than that of Tyre, Sidon, or Sodom (Matt. xi. 20-4; Luke x. 
18-15). Be it remembered, too, that that same mob of Jeru- 
salem which was represented as giving pause to the enemies of 
Jesus, chose Barabbas instead of him (Mark xv. 11), clamoured 
for his execution (xv. 14), and insulted him on the cross (xv. 
29). 

We arc, of course, taking all the passages so far cited at 
the face. value given to them by the Gospel editors, and are 
not. subjecting them to individual criticism, which would be 
the task of a commentary. It is not essential to know, for 
instance, whether the bitterness of the Fourth Gospel towards 
the Jews is really due solely to its knowledge of their attitude 
towards Jesus. It seems certain that, if the redactor had 
believed that the Lord in his own time was enthusiastically 

‘itis “ sinners ” whom Mark ii. 15 describes as following him. 

* XXVQ, 43. 
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received by his fellow countrymen, he would not have indicted 
them as he does, nor have regarded | their descendants as the 
arch-enemies of the Truth, the very “sons of the Devil ”* (viii. 
44). We wish merely to show that, side by side with the 
assertion of success, in our Gospels, is to be found the admission 
of failure—a true admission, and most. painful to have to make, 
for the scepticism of those who had seen and heard Jesus Jong 
remained the most formidable argument of the opponents of 
Christianity. 

There is not the slightest doubt that it is this admission 
which represents the truth. The Jews did not believe in Jesus, 
and did not follow him. It was apart from them, and indeed, 
in spite of them, that his effort achieved permanent results. _ It. 
is indisputable that he might have, nay, must have, attracted 
the attention of the anavim in the little towns of Galilee, and 
gained the lasting adherence of some of them. We shall not 
venture to estimate their number, but it is doubtful that it 
was large enough to justify references to “‘ crowds,”’ or to any 
enthusiasm whatever. In any case, even if there were signs 
of such a movement in the beginning, which might possibly 
be granted, it ccrtainly did not last, and it is not diflicult i 
guess why. 

As far as we can judge, Jesus did not speak to the people 
in the language which was expected of a Messianic prophet. 
He seemed not to be concerned with the temporal state of 
Israel; he issued no call to arms; he preached resignation 
rather than rebellion, and crowds are not carried away by that, 
Teast of all the crowds of Galilee. The very substance of his 
teaching condemned him to complete failure, or, which amounts 
to the same thing, to success of a kind which could attract no 
attention because it was necessarily invisible. What he said 
was: “ Behold the Kingdom is at hand, repent,’’ and his teach- 
ing consisted in pointing out how this metanoia was to he 
accomplished. At first people could not have believed him, 
or given cither credence or car to his proclamation. But at 
best, assuming that they did believe, what had they then to 
do? Repent, in other words, achieve metanoia—an entircly 
subjective process~-and then wait for the Kingdom to appear. 
That was all. We may wonder why anyone should have 
followed the nabi, and what reasons there were for being carried 
away by enthusiasm. At most a few pious men may have 
attached themselves to him because his words had moved them 
and they found comfort in his presence. But certainly the 
doctors, the scribes, whose profession was the study and scrupu- 
lous observance of the Torah, could not have had the slightest 
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sympathy with him; not, as has been too often said, because 
his religion and theirs were fundamentally and irreducibly op- 
poscd, but because it would have been too humiliating for them 
to acknowledge as a man of God and their religious teacher, 
an ignorant person who had never pursued their studies, one 
of the am haares. “ He teacheth as one that hath authority ” 
(&> efovoiuny fywv), that is to say, as a prophet speaking as 
the mouthpiece of the Spirit, ‘t and not as the Scribes,’’ Mark 
i, 22 makes the first hearers of Jesus in Galilee say. Every- 
one in Israel was aware that the Spirit of God “ bloweth where 
it listeth,”’ but in order to accept the authority of Jesus, it was 
necessary to believe that the divine ruack had really entered 
into him. 

If he had acted, no matter how, his influence would have 
found means of asserting itself, but he merely spoke and coun- 
selled. The Gospels show him perpetually coming into collision 
with the Pharisces, arguing with them, evading their artful 
questions, frustrating their hostility, while at the same time 
bidding his own disciples beware of “ their leaven ”’ (Mark viii. 
15). Sometimes the Scribes, the Sadducees, and the Herodians, 
that is to say, the Schoolmen, the Temple officials and the civil 
authorities, unite collectively, or singly, with the Pharisees in 
opposing him, or Jesus himself includes them all together in 
his antipathy (Mark iii. 6; vii. 1; viii. 15; viii. 81; ix. 11; 
x. 88; ete.). When we remember that at the time when our 
Evangelists wrote, it was an established tradition that the Lord 
had perished as the victim of a plot of influential Jews, doctors, 
priests, and members of the Sanhedrin, and that it was, in 
fact, with the hateful guile of the rabbis or the disdainful scep- 
ticism of the Jewish aristocracy that. Christian apologetic came 
into sharpest. collision, we shall be ted to believe that, as has 
already been stated, the gospel picture (heightened by John) 
of the continual controversy of Jesus with Jewish officialdom 
is very largely artificial. It is difficult, however, to believe that 
it is entirely imaginary, because the most elementary reasoning 
would arouse the suspicions of the School, the Temple, and 
the Government (whatever it was), against the activities of a 
man who claimed to be answerable only to the Spirit, and who 
in any way whatever concentrated the attention of the people 
upon the Messianic hope. What seems definitely artificial in 
the gospel statement is the idea that all these people united 
from the very beginning to get rid of the intruder {Mark iii. 6), 
and that they laid traps for him. But that they did actually 
regard him as an annoyance, and exhibit a “class” hostility 
towards him from the moment they encountered him, is hardly 
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to be doubted. They cared little, at bottom, about his picty, 
his deep and sincere faith in which the Pharisees could find 
nothing to disapprove of. He was deemed dangerous, just as 
the Baptist had heen, because one could never tell what would 
be the end of these “ missions,” so innocent in appearance, 
but nevertheless verging on the irregular, and, in reality, on 
the unorthodox. Experienced and prudent men are always 
afraid of what may happen. Since, as has just been explained, 
Jesus had not the enthusiasm of the people to counterbalance 
this ill-will on the part of the important Jews who formed the 
social backbone of Israel, his cause was lost from the beginning. 
Perhaps he was not long in finding it out. It would seem so, 
from his wanderings hither and thither, before, staking all on 
a last desperate venture, he throws himself into the lion’s 
mouth at Jerusalem.? 


Il 
Tae Discreces 


The Gospels depict Jesus going about the country sur- 
rounded by his disciples {of yra9jrai abrot), They are his 
habitual companions and his chosen audience. We should like 
to know whence they came, who they were, and what their 
number was, but on these points, as on all that seem to us of 
primary and special importance in the life of Jesus, we have 
no information, and have to fall back upon hypotheses. 

The tradition believed that it knew (Mark i, 16-20) how 
the first of these disciples had been recruited. It was by an 
irresistible summons on the shores of the lake of Galilee : 


“Now as he walked by the rea of Galilee he saw Simon and 
Andrew the brother of Simon, casting [their] net into the sea, for 
they were fishers. And Jesus said unto them: Come ye after me, 
and I will make you to become fishers of men, And wtraightway 
they forsook their nets and followed him. And when he had gone 
a little further, he saw James [the son] of Zebedee and John, his 
brother, who were in their boat mending their nets, and straight- 
way he called them, and they left their father Zebedee in the boat 
with the hired servants and went after him.” 


This Marcan account is obviously artificial. It is hard to 
believe that people who are supposed never to have seen or 
heard Jesus would have obeyed him at the first sign, to the 
point of leaving everything to follow him, without knowing 


‘This failure of the Nazarene is reconstructed with striking vivid- 
ness and convincing probability by CLXIV, 280-52. 
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why or whither! The narrator’s purpose was to impress upon 
us that these first disciples, Peter, Andrew, James, and John, 
unhesitatingly renounced everything for Jesus, and that they 
could not do otherwise. Their summons, presented as a kind 
of miracle, belongs to a theological convention not greatly con- 
cerned with actualitics.2 While a recollection of the irresistible 
“call” of Elisha by Elijah (1 Kings xix. 19-20) may have 
suggested the story, it is rather the idca of the supreme auth- 
ority of Jesus that has inspired the Evangelist. Nevertheless, 
omitting the details, which are shaped, not by historical proba- 
bility, but by the Evangelist's point of view, it may be that 
there remains @ kernel of fact. If we admit that Mark was 
the spokesman of Peter, we are compelled, indeed, to believe 
that this is so,? and that the incident is to be interpreted as 
signifying that the two pairs of brothers were drawn to Jesus 
by an irresistible foree, Just as, again, in the case of Levi the 
son of Alpheus, whom a single word from the Master sufficed 
to draw from his place at the reecipt of custom (Mark ii. 14). 

The tale is told differently in the Fourth Gospel, and the 
first disciples called are not exactly the same as in Mark. They 
are Andrew and a namcless one, who is supposed to be John,‘ 
both of whom have previously been disciples of the Baptist 
(John i. 85-7, 40), then Peter (i. 42), and then Philip (i. 44), 
which proves that at the time of the redaction of John, the 
tradition was not yct finally fixed as regards the choice of the 
first disciples, and was therefore sufficiently indefinite to permit 
special purposes, like those of the Fourth Gospel, to find a 
place in it. 

We may at Jeast hold that the tradition conceived the 
“call” of the disciples as an imperious impulse of faith, as 
blind as it was irresistible, a kind of “ illumination.” The 
question is whether this conecption was in accordance with the 
facts, Broadly speaking, it is possible that it was, but we 
have no knowledge on the point, and it is not improbable that 
our gospel writers were equally ignorant. They wrote at a 
time when the Christian vocation was a stereotyped and inevit- 
able conception. Doubtless only those followed Jesus over 
whom his personal influence was strong enough to make them 
believe that they would derive happiness and benefit from living 


) Lagrange, CI, 10, is not unaware of the difficulty. Other critics 
are somewhat disturbed by this desertion of the family, and Holtzmana, 
XCVI, i, 115, thinks it necessary to point out that if James and John 
leave their father with the hired servants, he is not left completely helpless. 

* CHIL, i. 437; CV, 70, 113. 

* LEXXV, 188; COXEXIV, 247. * OXX, 37. 
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with him. The psychological reasons which influenced them 
probably varied from one to another, and are all equally obscure 
to us. There is no nabi too insignificant to attract some 
followers, and besides, if Jesus had gone about alone, it is 
improbable that the tradition would have failed to exploit a 
circumstance which would have so emphasized the untque 
character of his mission. It is noteworthy that our redactors 
do not say why Jesus wanted disciples. The subsequent course 
of the narrative seems to imply that it was for the object of 
making them his collaborators and extending his influence 
through them, but it may casily be that this was the idea of 
the Evangelist rather than the purpose of the Nazarene. 

It is impossible to say exactly how many disciples composed 
the gospel band, but neither the tradition nor probability 
suggests a large number. We must be able to imagine them 
all being invited to a meal, as they sometimes were, or crossing 
the lake in a single boat. We get the impression from the 
Gospels that the following of Jesus never greatly exceeded the 
number of those referred to as the Twelve, and supposed to 
have been selected by Jesus himself from amongst the other 
disciples (xat énotnaev ddédexa va dow per’ adtod) These 
Twelve and possibly two or three women,” about fiftecn persons 
in all, probably composed the usual entourage of Jesus. The 
author of Acts seems to have been of the same opinion, since 
it is about fifteen persons whom he gathers together in the 
upper chamber at Jerusalem on the Eve of the Ascension (i. 
12-14): the Eleven, Judas having disappeared, and the women. 
The fact that he adds also the mother and brothers of Jesus 
is beside the point, since in any case, the Synoptic tradition 
makes no mention of the family of Jesus having accompanied 
him in his wanderings. 

These Twelve are the ones known to us as the Apostles, who 
are represented in Acts as forming a kind of college, endowed 
with an authority over the faithful which they begin to exercise 
immediately after the Crucifixion, and entrusted with the 
responsibility for the spreading of Christianity. The Synoptic 
tradition believed that they had been chosen by Jesus. We 
read in Mark iii. 18 ff. : 

“And he went up into the mountsin and called to him those 
he would and they came unto him And he ordained | twelve to 


Titi is to ‘be “observed, however, ‘that Matt. x. 2 seems “detinitely 
to state that Jesus has only these twelve disciples when he invests 
them with the power to cast out devils and cure all manner of disease. 

+ Mark xv. 41 names three “ who, when he was in Galilee, followed 
him and ministered unto him.” 
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be with him, and that he might send them forth to preach, and 
to have power to cast out devils.” 


The purpose of this Marcan passage is to establish the 
authority of the Apostles on the firmest possible basis. At the 
time when our Mark was written, the more or less authentic 
Apostolic tradition still furnished the whole substance and con- 
stituted the principal guarantee of Christian doctrine, but 
obviously, on the subject of the Apostles themselves, it offered 
the writer nothing morc than a vague impression and a list of 
names. Indecd his account, taken by itself, is so completely 
inconsistent that neither Matthew nor Luke follows it. The 
former states (x. 1), in quite a different chronological connexion, 
after various miracles and events unmentioned by Mark: “* And 
when he had calied unto him his twelve disciples, he gave them 
power to cast out unclean spirits and to heal all manner of 
sickness and discase.” Luke 
setting, and gives his own picture of the choice. It is as if 
he wished to endow the incident with greater solemnity, Jesus 
is supposed to spend a night in prayer before proceeding to make 
his selection and giving to the chosen the name of “ Apostles.” 
It is hardly probable that. the author of Luke was better in- 
formed on the subject than Mark, for there is good reason to 
believe that he was identical with the redactor who “ arranged ” 
Acts, and like him, he seems to be entirely actuated by the 
idea of the sanctity of the Apostolate and of the Apostolic 
testimony.? Ilence we may infer that at the time of the editing 
of the Synoptic tradition the circumstances of the choosing of 
the Twelve were no longer known. 

There was some doubt also as to the order in which the 
selection was made, and even as to the names of one or two 
of the chosen. We have four lists of Apostles, onc in each of 
the three Synoptics and one in Acts i. 18 They agree in 
placing Peter at the beginning and Judas at the end, which 
may perhaps reflect rather the ideas of the post-Apostolic com- 
munity than the truth. The four lists, further, seem to be 
composed of three sects of four names, and in all of them each 
set commenccs with the same name: Peter (No. 1); Philip 
(No. 5}; James the son of Alpheus (No. 9). The order of the 
other names varies from one source to the other, as if the whole 
list had been formed by putting together three special lists. 
Most of the names are found in all four enumerations. Thad- 
deus, however, who is the tenth in Mark and Matthew, and 
whom certain versions of the text of the latter call Labbeus, 


+ COLXXXH, 189. 
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does not appear in either Luke or Acts, which give instead 
Jude, who is not mentioned by Mark or Matthew, The ortho- 
dox commentators have attempted to reconcile all these varia- 
tions, and to prove that the four lists are at bottom identical, 
but that is a matter of belief rather than certainty. 

With the exception of Peter and the two sons of Zebedee, 
James and John, we have no admissible information regarding 
the men whose names appear in the lists, and it is doubtful 
whether the Gospel writers knew any more about them than 
we do. It is not the tradition from which we hear about these 
nine companions of Jesus, it is legend, whose often fantastic 
tales are sufficient proof of the lack of any tradition.! 

It is a question whether the choice of the Twelve is really 
to be attributed to Jesus. Some have imagined a kind of 
special confidence on the part of the Master in some twelve 
disciples, and have attributed the establishment. of the Apos- 
tolic college, and even the idea of the Apostolate, to the first 
Church at Jerusalem after the death of Jesus.? Others, such 
as Wellhausen * and J. Weiss,¢ have gone further, und main- 
tained that Jesus himself had nothing whatever to do with the 
choice, which was a kind of symbolic representation of the 
Twelve Tribes,* and again the work of the first community. 
Lagrange is indignant at these doubts, which he describes us 
an “ audacious denial’? which is opposed by the evidence of 
the whole tradition.* Since, in this case, “the whole tradi- 
tion ” amounts to very little, the charge is hardly a grave one. 
There arc, however, several points that may be advanced 
against the negative party: (1) the early existence of the 
Twelve is witnessed by Paul (1 Cor. xv. 5); (2) James, 
brother of the Lord, who accurding to Acts was very pro! 
in the primitive community, is not amongst them (John vii. 5: 
“for even his brethren did not believe in him”); (8) Judas 
the traitor is included in the list, which he would not have been 
if the first Church had made the selection ; (4) after the betrayal 
Luke (xxiv. 9 and 83), Acts (i. 26), and Mutthew (xxviii. 16), 
no longer speak of the Twelve, but of the Eleven ;* (5) finally, 

















+ DACL, Apéires; CXXXV-a, sec Index. 

* For example, Ed. Meyer, XXIV, i, 264 9, 201 ff. On the problens 
as a whole see CLVI-a, 318-26. 

> CXH, 138. ¢ XXXIV, 

* This connexion is implied in Hev. xxi. 14, und de 
in Barn. viii. 8: odow dexddro cig paytiywy ter gric»; and 
Gospel of the Ebionites, quoted by Epiphanius, Haer., 80, 13, in which 
Jevus is supposed to say: * It is my will therefore that ye shall be 
the twelve Apostles, as a witness of Isracl. 


“CL, 14s, 7 OL 61; XCVIM, 39; XXIV, i, vs. 
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the Apostolic fellowship appears as an established body, devoted 
to Jesus and dedicated to his work, immediately after his death, 
which would be easier to understand if it were already in 
existence and merely continuing what had been begun.! 
These arguments, which Eduard Meyer regards as very 
convincing, do not, however, appear to us to dispose of all 
doubt. Certainly it would not be improbable for Jesus to have 
selected some men whom he especially trusted, not to preach (as 
the xngtooew of Mark iii. 14 is usually translated), but to carry 
on and extend his own activity, to proclaim the Kingdom as he 
had done (Mark x. 1). But to be not improbable is not neces- 
sarily to be true, and it is impossible to ignore the fact that 
the account of the mission of the Twelve given in Mark vi. 7-18, 
and, with important variations, in Matthew x. and Luke ix., 
is very vague and unconvincing. After suggesting that Jesus 
ig organizing a systematic evangelization, perhaps of Galilee, 
Mark says nothing further about the mission of the Twelve, 
and leaves us in complete ignorance, which wes probably his 
own plight, regarding the sctting, the duration, the events, and 
the results of their expedition. What he says in vi. 12-18, 
has no historical value: ‘‘ And they went out and preached 
repentance, and they cast out many devils and anointed with 
oil many that were sick, and healed them.” This is nothing 
but the most commonplace and empty hagiography, and the 
explanation of their return to Jesus as due to the hostility 
of Herod (vi. 80) is not much better. It is to be feared, con- 
sequently, that the pscudo-tradition attributed to Jesus a 
missionary enterprise of a type that must have become common 
in what is conventionally called “the Apostolic period,” and 
that it was this tradition which conceived of the group of 
Twelve as a kind of institute of Christian propaganda, which 
is the way in which the redactor of Acts * obviously regards 
it, The historical existence of the Twelve around Jesus thus 
finds no real support in the account of their supposed mission. 
The alleged evidence of Paut in its favour is also, unfortunately, 
not very strong, for apart from the one passage just cited 
(1 Cor. xv. 5), the authenticity of which is not above suspicion, 
the Tarsiote seems to know nothing about the Twelve. It is 
not they whom he calls the Aposties, and not with them that 
he has to do when he comes to Jerusalem (Gal. i. 19; ii. 9).¢ 
We shall see shortly that the existence of an established group 
Hemenerey after the death of Jesus may be regarded as certain. 
65, which admits, however, that the call of the Twelve is 
fer ‘ton being satisfactorily ‘authenticated. 
* XII, i, 299. *CCLEXXH, 139. ‘CIV, 193; CCLXXXII, 167. 
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We do not believe in the mission of the Twelve, and have 
little more faith in the choice of the Twelve by Jesus. We 
believe that the tradition preserved, at all costs, the names of 
some dozen intimate and faithful companions of the Master, 
and are inclined to think that they represented the whole of 
the gospel band, the regular companions of Jesus. We must 
not, of course, take absolutely literally a number which may 
be symbolic, or at least conventional, but it gives an ideo of 
what the ‘ crowds ” which accompanied the Galilean nabt must 
in reality have amounted to. 


TIL 
Tue Itinerary oF Jests! 


‘We may imagine Jesus, then, wandering through the country 
accompanied by # handful of disciples. To the question exactly 
where he went, what itinerary he followed before going up to 
meet death at Jerusalem, there is no satisfactory reply, because 
the gospel tradition apparently took only a very superficial 
interest in it. As we shall see, it is bound up with that other 
question which is the main subject of this chapter, that of the 
success of Jesus. 

Evidently, if we adhere to the brief outline which is to be 
obtained from the Synoptics, we shall not have the same view 
of the matter as if we accept, together with the Johannine 
chronology, the journeys to Jerusalem attributed to Jesus by 
the Fourth Gospe}l. One of the latest historians, to our know- 
ledge, to deal with the problem, the avowedly conservative 
English critic, Headlam, although very anxious to reject as 
little as possible of the Gospel accounts, admits * that their 
chronology is too vague for us to be able to cxtract from them 
any definite plan of the travels of Jesus. In addition to a 
few short expeditions around the lake, he believes, however, 
that it is possible to make out ; (1) two long tours in Galilee, 
including visits to Nazareth, Nain, and Cana ; (2) two journeys 
across the lake to Gerasa and Bethsaida ; (8) a journey into 
the territories of Tyre and Sidon ending at Decapolis; (4) 


4 The author of CXCVIE knows the country very well, but he hes 
no use for, nor appreciation of, scientific criticism. Cy. XXIV, i, 1817, 
which shows clearly the existence of variations and doublets in the 
tradition. 

* CLIX, 825. This author has a capacity for confidence in the 
gospel texts which is only equalled by his critical incompetence. See 
especially CLIX, 200. 
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several visits, how many he cannot say, to Jerusalem. All this 
is very vague and unreliable, especially in view of the decidedly 
arbitrary combination of the data of the Synoptics, which are 
themselves confused enough, with those of John. Mark alone, 
however, if examined with proper caution, will perhaps yield 
us, not certainty, which is unattainable here as elsewhere, but 
at least a semblance of probability.t 

To begin with, it seems likely that there was a period of 
activity on the shore of the luke of Tiberias, with Capernaum 
as its headquarters. It was there that the boat (td motor) 
was stationed which Jesus used for going from one shore of 
the lake to the other (iii. 9; vi. 32, ete.). It is possible, how- 
ever, that the Evangclist has somewhat cxaggerated the number 
of these crossings, using them to make the necessary transitions 
between the various portions of his story.2_ From Capernaum 
the prophet penetrated the surrounding country: “ he went 
about the neighbouring villages, teaching ’’ (Mark vi. 6). He 
probably extended his “ rounds ” to the whole of Galilee (i. 89), 
and even visited “his own country ” (é¢ tiv natpida dutod) 
where he had no success (vi. 1-6). It is doubtful, however, 
whether he went very far from the lake, because he had not 
time enough. Mark gives the impression that things went 
wrong very svon, possibly at the end of a few weeks, 

Herod Antipas, tetrarch, but popularly called king, of 
Galilee and Perma, heard of the new prophet, and is supposed 
to have wondered (vi. 14 ff.) if it might not be John the Baptist 
risen from the dead, and to have been troubled. The Gospel 
writer here clothes a very strong probability in the garb of 
fable for the purpose of bringing in the story of the death of 
the Baptist, which, as he relates it, appears to belong rather 
to legend than to history.". Herod, whose usual place of 
residence was Tiberias, had no difficulty in kecping himself 
informed as to what went on at Capernaum a few miles to the 
north, He had his police, who could not fail to keep watch 
on the actions and movements of a man of God. Mark shows 
us the Twelve reassembling about their Master and then going 
to seck “a desert place apart ” (vi. 30). They went to Beth- 
saida (vi. 45), and from there towards Gennesaret (vi. 58), that 
is to say, first to the north of the lake, and then to the narrow 
plain which borders it on the west, and in which Capernaum 
is situated. It scems as if the little band were trying, by 
moving quickly from place to place, to baffle an alarming 
pursuit.‘ We can place no reliance on the details of the Marcan 

‘See XXIV, i, 131, for criticisin of the data of Mark. 
"CV, 280. * XOVIII, 68. “OV, 20s, 
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narrative, which gives no definite particulars and no explana- 
tions, but the feeling of hostility towards Jesus which it attri- 
butes to the Herodians, along with the Pharisees and Sadducees, 
and Jesus’ sudden and frequent changes of place are too logically 
convincing not to be true. In this connexion, Luke (xiii. 81) 
makes a statement which is peculiar to him alone, and of which 
we cannot gauge the authenticity, which is unfortunate, for it 
would be worth a good deal if it were accurate, He claims that 
it was some Pharisees who, at the instigation of the Tetrarch, 
undertook to intimate to Jesus that it would be as well for 
him to leave Galilee. Antipas can hardly have ‘been anxious 
to repeat the affair of John the Baptist, especially with a fanatic 
who did not seem very formidable, and he may well have pre- 
ferred to have him go and get himself hanged elsewhere. At 
all events, we get the impression—though it can be no more 
than that—that Jesus realized simultancously that he had 
failed to succeed in Galilee and that the authorities had become 
hostile to him. 

He next went towards the “borders of Tyre’’ (vii. 24),* 
that is, to that part of the Phenician territory which bounds 
Galilee on the north, with the intention of hiding (oddéou #Ocdev 
yedvat). To all appearances he ceased to preach, and seems 
to have abandoned his mission. The gospel writer’s story of 
a Gentile woman, a Syrophenician, who came to give him an 
opportunity, by demanding of him a great miracle, to authorize 
the reception of Gentiles into the faith, is quite artificial. It 
is probably only an allegory * designed to show that pagans who 
believed were admitted to salvation, and has nothing what- 
ever to do with the life of Jesus. Since this journey to the 
goyim appears to have been entirely barren, nothing but this 
tendentious miracle being attributed to it by Mark, it has been 
suggested that it was a pure invention on the part of the Evange- 
list, for the purpose of introducing the miracle. The possibility 
of this is undeniable, for the gospel writer has no interest in 
it except so far as the prodigy required by his doctrine is con- 
cerned. Nevertheless, we feel that there is a strong probability 
of some kind of withdrawal out of the reach of Antipas, and 
Phenicia would not have been unappropriate for the purpose. 

From this point the geographical setting of the Marcan 
narrative becomes very confused. ‘‘ And again departing from 
the country of Tyre, he came by way of Sidon to the sca of 


1 LXXIX, 70. 
* Sidon, which various manuscripts, followed by the Vulgate, add 
here, probably erroneously, is mentioned further on (vii. $1). 
> COXY, ii, 258; LXXXV, 235. 
J e 
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Galilee in the midst of the territory of Decapolis ** (vii. 81). 
That is to say, he is supposed to have gone from Tyre to Sidon, 
or from south to north, and thence to have returned south- 
eastwards to the lake and pushed on still further in the same 
direction towards Decapolis. After this we find him again on 
the shore of the Jake, resuming his journeyings from one side 
to the other (viii. 10, 14, and 22). Immediately afterwards 
(viii. 27 ff.) he is in the neighbourhood of Cwesarea } in the terri- 
tory of the tetrarch Philip, far to the north of the lake, having 
presumably come from Bethsaida up the left bank of the Jordan. 
All this seems very confused, or would seem so, at least, if it 
related to an ordinary journey. It looks, for instance, as if the 
Evangelist had put after the excursion into Phenicia certain 
Galilean incidents which must have occurred before; or again 
as if he had arbitrarily brought Jesus back to Cxsarea Philippi, 
inasmuch as that town was directly on his route from Sidon to 
the lake ; in short, as if Mark had ruthlessly mixed up his times 
and places. But if it were really the erratic flight of a man 
who felt himself hunted, the strangeness and the incoherence— 
barring the incidents with which the narrator cloaks his ignor- 
ance—would no longer be so suspicious. 

He returns from there (ix. 30)—we are assuming that the 
reference is still to the neighbourhood of Cesarea—through 
Galilee, and regains Capernaum (ix. 88) seeking concealment. 
He doubtless docs no more than pause there, because he is too 
well known in the town, for he immediately (x. 1) sets out 
again for Judea, passing through Perwa.*’ Then he begins 
to preach again. His courage has come back because he 
has come to a heartening decision; he is going up to Jeru- 
salem. It is undeniable that all this Marcan itincrary remains 
extremely vague, and the Synoptics shed no light upon it, as 
may be seen merely by comparing its final part with the corre- 
sponding passage of Luke (ix. 51 ff.), which apparently sends 
Jesus to Jerusalem through Samaria and Judwa, the usual 
route from Galilee. All this portion of Luke also is most be- 
wilderingly confused, and looks like a hodge-podge of every- 
thing the editor has been unable to find room for elsewhere.* 


1 This town was probably founded in 8 B.c. by the tetrarch Philip 
(Josephus, Ant., 18, 2,1; BJ.,2, 9,1). It was called Cesarean Philippi 
to distinguish it from the other Cesarea (the ancient Tower of Strato) 
which was on the coast. 

* This is, at least, how I interpret, in agreement with Wellhausen, 
the confused text of x..1: égyeta: can ra gua nig “Tovdalas xai xégav tod 
"logddvov. Wellhausen, following Codex D and various MSS., omits 
xai. As against this reading, see CL, 241. 

* CLXL, 4207. 
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Jesus is supposed to arrive at Jerusalem via Jericho (Mark 
x. 46), which fits in with the detour through Perea. This 
country was, it is true, also governed by Antipas, but the 
Galilean was not known there, and it would undoubtedly be 
easier for him to keep under cover than in Samaria and Judea, 
where the Roman police were in direct control. 

It must be confessed that an examination of the movements 
of Jesus recorded by Mark is rarely in favour of their veracity, 
and that in all too many cases Mark is legitimately suspected of 
having taken Jesus to this place or that merely because he 
needed to have him go there, and not because he knew that he 
had actually gone,’ and for this reason we offer the above 
restoration of the itinerary of Jesus in all diffidence, without 
pretending to vouch for its correctness. Nevertheless, it seems 
to us that the Evangelist, having no apparent motive for giving 
his readers the impression that the Master was unable to remain 
long in Galilee and very quickly felt himsclf to be unsafe there, 
did not invent the fundamental fact of this incessant moving 
about, away from the original scene of the preaching of the 
Glad Tidings. At most he may have arbitrarily located the 
various stages of it, but we do not actually know that he did 
so, and as he appears to have no good reason for it, except in a 
few special cases, it is not entirely improbable that, on the 
whole, what he says is true. Reading the first ten chapters 
of Mark, it is obvious that the events contained in them imply 
only a very brief period of time. Five or six wecks in Galilee, 
and the same, at most, on the outskirts, would apparently be 
quite sufficient, and short of the gospel editor’s having been 
either totally ignorant or consistently mendacious, there seems 
no likelihood of its having been much more. 

Hunted from Galilee, then, Jesus goes up towards Jerusalem, 
At first this is surprising, for what hope of success could he have 
in the city dominated by the Temple, where the doctors of the 
School and the priests reigned supreme, whcre the suspicious 
Roman was on the watch, and where he himself was only a 
provincial without influence? The Evangelist’s answer to this 
question is that the Nazarene went to Jerusalem to suffer and 
to die, as he had predicted to the Twelve (x. 33 ff.; of. viii. 81 
and ix, 81). But that is a post factum explanation. The 
redactor is actuated by the desire to show that Jesus was not 
struck down unexpectedly, that he had foreseen the blow as an 
essential and inevitable part of his mission. A study of the 
Passion will easily convince us that this apologetic conception 
is quite untrue. It was not to die, it was to act, that the prophet 

2 OVIZ, 282. 
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turned his steps towards the Holy City. It had been borne in 
upon him that all he had done and said, since the day when he 
felt in his heart the ruach of Jahwch, had accomplished nothing. 
But God does not lie; it was his servant who had failed to 
understand that a part like his was not to be enacted in 
the little towns of Galilee. Jerusalem was his last hope, 
because, according to common expectation, it was in the City 
of David that the Kingdom whose herald he was,” was to appear 
and be realized. Loisy well observes,? in this connexion, an 
interesting comparison between two passages of the Synopties, 
one in Matthew (xix. 28), and the other in Luke (xix. 11), In 
connexion with the parable of the ten talents, Luke introduces 
the following remark : “ . . . becausc he was nigh to Jerusalem, 
and they thought that the Kingdom of God should immediately 
appear’; and the parable which follows is intended to prove 
that each will be recompensed in proportion to the zeal he has 
displayed before the Great Day. Matthew, amongst the other 
sayings which he attributes to Jesus when he is on the point of 
entering Judwa (xix. 1), includes the promise to the Twelve 
that they shall cach sit upon a throne and judge the twelve 
tribes, which is an indirect proclamation of the imminence of 
the reign of God. Perhaps it would not be going too far to 
conclude from the comparison of these two passages that the 
tradition had preserved the idea that the gospel band on drawing 
near to Jerusalem was filled with a great exaltation and a glowing 
anticipation of the desired event. 

According to the Marcan tradition (xi. 1-11), this enthusiastic 
premonition manifested itself in a very dangerous demonstration. 
At Jesus’ bidding two of the disciples had gone to Bethany, at 
the southern end of the Mount of Olives, to fetch a colt, 


“ And they brought the colt to Jesus and put their cloaks upon 
it and he sat upon it. And many spread their mantles on the way, 
and others, green branches which they cut in the ficlds, And they 
that went before, and they that followed cried: * Hosanna ! Blessed 
be the coming kingdom of our father David! Hosanna in the 
highest [of heaven]!** And he entered into Jerusalem into the 
Temple... .” 


Taking this account as it stands, it is clear that Jesus wished 
to make a Messianic entry into the City, in fulfilment of the 
prophecy of Zechariah ix. 9: ‘‘ Rejoice greatly, O daughter of 
Zion! Utter cries of joy, O daughter of Jerusalem! Behold 


GLX, 101; CLYI, 256 7. * LXXIX, 101. 

2 OLXM, 422 and 424. 

“In Job xvi. 19, the expression Z dylorou which we find in Mark 
xvi, 10, is paralleled by é cxgavot;, which explains its meaning. 
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thy king cometh unto thee, just and bearing salvation! He is 
lowly and riding upon an ass... .’' Matthew xxi. 4, who 
cites the prophecy, does not fail, according to his custom in 
such cases, to say explicitly that the incident was for the pur- 
pose of accomplishing it. The whole question is whether this 
accomplishment was the doing of Jesus or of the gospel narrator. 
On this point, opinions differ, for it is naturally doubtful. 

If Jesus and his disciples really arrived at the gates of 
Jerusalem in the state of mind which we have imputed to them, 
it is obviously not impossible that he himself may have wished 
to “impress the masses,”’? and to excite them to the point of 
forming a procession. Nevertheless, we do not believe in the 
reality of the incident ; in the first place, because it is not clear 
how a nabi, probably unknown to the people of Jerusalem, 
could have found outside the walls the people to compos 
a demonstration #; in the second place, because, even if he 
had, in some mysterious way, suceveded in doing so, it: would 
be hard to understand why the Roman and Jewish authorities 
did not interfere, for the precise purpose of preventing him 
from arousing the peopic, which was what they dreaded above 
all; and, finally, because the account appears to be, not merely 
dramatized, but completely artificial. Its object is to show 
that the prophecies were fulfilled, and to rob the Jews, who 
subsequently refused to acknowledge Jesus, of all excuse, 
inasmuch as they had had warning of his status. The very 
content of the account is furnished by the passage of Zechariah 
just quoted, and by Psalm exviii. (exvii. in the Septuagint) 
which gives the substance of the alleged acclamations. It is 
so definitely an invention, and an end in itself, that this 
triumphal entry is left without any sequcl. It is as if ail the 
enthusiasm stopped at the door of the Temple, from which 
Jesus is supposed to return quite quictly to Bethany with the 
Twelve, who could hardly have created all that disturbance by 
themselves (Mark xi. 11). The following day, nobody in the 
City seems to have any recollection of the affair. It hardly 

\ XCVIML, 126; XXIV, i, 162; CLVI, 255 9. 

* XXIV, i, 162. 

* Luke xix. 28-88, who follows Mark and for the most part merely 


























copies him, is, however, sensible of this difficulty, for he attributes the 
demonstration to the “ multitude of the disciples,” 87: (dnay td 
xiifos tav patna). We might be perplexed by this, were not the 


purpose of mitigating the improbability by means of this formal cor- 
rection completely obvious. Luke also adds that the Pharisees inter- 
vened and asked Jesus to reprove his disciples, which is another inter- 
polation for the same purpose, and is equally inconsistent. 

“It is modified in John xii. 12f., but docs not thereby gain any 
more credibility. Cf. CXLIL, 155. 
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seems likely that matters would have blown over in this fashion, 
even if only a fraction of the people of Jerusalem had believed 
that the Messiah had come. 

Either tendentious legend or subsequent invention, this is 
the verdict that perpetually recurs when we are reviewing the 
incidents which the Synoptic tradition has bequeathed to us. 
It is impossible to ignore the extreme poverty and confusion 
of its content }; a few goings and comings and some miracles, 
accompanied by teachings bearing, for the most part, on the 
imminent eschatological future. Of facts which can be utilized 
by the historian, which really bring us near to the true Jesus, 
there are none, or very few, even for those who are not hampered 
by critical scruples, Possibly the short public career of the 
Nazarene may have contained nothing more, but we prefer to 
think that this disappointing emptiness is in the main due to 
the indifference, if not of the tradition, at least of the Gospel 
editors, to everything that did not dircctly serve their own 
ends, to everything that was not of importance for doctrine, 
apologetic, or ritual, For that reason they laid much more 
emphasis upon the drama of the Passion and the miracle of the 
Resurrection, which had become, by force of circumstances, the 
foundation of their belief in Christ, than upon all the rest of the 
life of Jesus. 

Before examining this final act of the drama, which is said 
to contain the seerct of the origins of Christianity, we must 
ask ourselves what Jesus believed himself to be when he arrived 
at Jerusalem, what conception he had of himself and his mission, 
and exactly what his teaching was. 


1 An interesting general survey will be found in XXIV, ii, 420 f., 
and o study of the main incidents in LEXXVE, 1817. 
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THE TEACHING OF JESUS! 


CHAPTER 1 
OUR INFORMATION 
1 


Tue Documents 


FS the purpose of explaining the birth of Christianity, 
adequate and reliable information concerning the teaching 
of Jesus would obviously be of even greater value than an 
authentic knowledge of his life. That we possess such informa- 
tion, however, can hardly be maintained. Practically our 
only hope of enlightenment lies in the Synopties ; all that is 
contributed by other sources could, as Harnack justly observes,* 
be comprised in less than a page. The orthodox claim the 
same footing for the Fourth Gospel as for the other three, 
but no impartial critic can share this opinion. With regard 
to the teaching of Jesus, as with regard to his life, the Johan- 
nine Gospcl represents a tendentious interpretation of the 
tradition ; it is a treatise of a mystical rather than a strictly 
theological character, on lines which may have been derived 
from this tradition, but also on others which were developed 
by Paul, and have no connexion with it. To regard it as 
complementary to the Synoptics, and to rank its assertions 
with their evidence, is a completely uncritical proceeding, and 
one which can, moreover, lead only to a representation of 
Christ's teaching as a whole, which is as inconsistent as it is 

1 Systematic expositions wil] be found in L-a, i, 159-420; LXVIZ, 
42-187 ; XLIV, 22-289; (all three of these contain full bibliographies) ; 
CEC; CCXXXV; CCXXXIII; E. Burton, Source Book for the Study 
of the Teaching of Jesus, 1923. For the relations with Judaism sec 
LXXIV; Walker, The Teaching of Jerus and the Jewish Teaching of 
his age, 1923; LXXX; and all the grest commentaries on the Synop- 
tics, especially those of Strack and Billerbeck, of Montefiore, and of 
Klostermann. 


* COLXIV, 31. 
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artificial. Paul does not contribute a great deal, which is at 
first surprising, considering how much authority he attaches, 
and must necessarily attach, to the words of the Lord Jesus. 
We read in 1 Corinthians ix. 14: “Even so hath the Lord 
himself ordained (xai 6 xdgwc diétafev) that those who 
preach the Gospel should live of the Gospel’: and again, 
in 1 Corinthians vii, 10; ‘‘ And unto those who are united in 
marriage, I command (zagayyéddw), yet not I, but the Lord 
(otx dyad dAdd 6 xvipwc), that the wife shall not depart from 
her husband.’’ On other points concerning matrimonial dis- 
cipline the Apostle is careful to point out that, having no 
“commandment of the Lord ” on the subject, he can give only 
his own opinion (1 Cor. vii. 12 and 25). We do not know 
what use he made of the teachings of Jesus in his preaching, 
hence we cannot tell how much of them he knew, but it is 
evident from a mere comparison of Matthew and the Epistle 
to the Romans that the Pauline doctrine was alrcady so different 
from that which our First Gospel attributes to the Nazarene, 
that it could not have paid much attention to the details of 
ideas which it had already left behind—any more than it did 
to the incidents of a life which no longer interested it (2 Cor. 
v. 16). Between the Gospel of Jesus and that of Paul inter- 
vened influences of which the Synoptics knew nothing—personal 
revelations and speculative ideas from various sources—which 
Jed Paul's mind into an entirely different world of thought. 
Such considerations render the meagreness of his contribution 
to our subject no longer surprising.* 

The other writings of the New Testament yicld nothing 
at all, a noteworthy fact, since it gives us reason to fear that 
the Christian generations to which we owe these works (Acts, 
the Catholic Epistles, Revelation) did not go back to Jcsus 
himself for an understanding of his ideas, any more than they 
drew their pictures of him from the original. They were much 
more interested in what they expected the Lord to do in the 
immediate future than in what he had done or said in the past, 
during his carthly existence. 

The carliest Christian literature, the collection of the writing 
of the so-called Apostolic Fathers, reveals the same tendencies, 
and affords us no more assistance in our inquiry. 

Even the Agrapha fail us. They add nothing of any im- 
portance to what is contained in the Synoptics, as a glance 
through the collection of Resch or White will readily convince 
us.* 

‘We must accordingly content ourselves with what we can 

+ XLIV, 27. *CXXXVEZ; CXL. 
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glean from the Synoptics. Of the two primary sources on 
which they are based, one alone, the fogia, is of importance 
in this connexion. It must not be overlooked that the attempts 
which have been made to restore it, by extracting its con- 
tributions from Matthew and Luke, have achieved no more 
than probable results, and that its very existence is still dis- 
puted in some quarters as merely hypothetical. We do not. 
know whether the collection did not circulate in quite different 
forms, or, so to speak, in different editions, and in any casc 
it must be borne in mind that our reputed informaton regarding 
the teaching of Jesus consists only of that portion of the con- 
tents of the fogia which the Synoptists thought fit to appropriate. 
The amount is not very large. It has been computed that 
it would have taken no more than an hour for Jesus to utter 
all the sayings of his that we possess,) and not more than 
six hours, the time required for two parliamentary 5 
of average length,’ for him to deliver all the 
buted to him in the Gospels. Hence it is indi: 
we do not possess the preaching of Jesus in its entirety, Who, 
for that matter, could have preserved it? During his dis- 
courses people were certainly not engaged in noting down his 
words. They did not see in them, strictly speaking, a doctrine 
for future guidance ; they were impressed only by the promise 
which was the basis of all his teaching, and which in fact 
rendered all doctrinc superfluous, that of the imminent adyent 
of the expected Kingdom. The disciples themselves do not 
seem to have felt that the items of the teaching had any 
‘internal connexion. They aceepted them as independent utter- 
ances, and preserved, together with the general tenor and 
purport of the teaching, the most striking of these sayings. 
It is not surprising that the tradition which had, in the 
last analysis, only their recollections to sustain it, is not more 
complete and systematic. The sole question is whether it. is 
sufficiently so to enable us adequately to comprehend what 
Jesus said and meant. This question has received the most. 
contradictory answers. Harnack, for instance, avers * that the 
Synopties ‘‘ give us a perfectly clear idea of the preaching of 
Jesus, as regards both its fundamental principles and its par- 
ticular applications.” Batiffol, on the contrary, maintains that 
it is certain ‘ that, though the Synoptics may have retained 
the “essential principles” of the teaching of Jesus, they do 
not give us the whole content of this preaching. ‘‘ On certain 


+ Platzhoff-Lejeune, Religion gegen Theologie und Kirche, 1905, 
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points these principles are no more than suggestions, and 
regarding the fundamental articles of our Christian faith, even 
these are lacking.” We must accordingly acknowledge “ the 
imperfection of the Gospels’; to refuse to do so is “a Pro- 
testant crror’’ of the first magnitude. The Lord entrusted 
to his immediate disciples something quite different from what 
the Evangelists have recorded, and this something—need it 
be said ?—is the substance of the Catholie tradition. This 
diametrical opposition between the Protestant and the Roman 
Catholic theologian simply corresponds to that between the 
postulates of their respeetive creeds. 

At first reading, the logia are scen to consist, at least, in 
so far as they are represented in Matthew and Luke,’ of a 
collection of sayings and a number of discourses. Amongst 
the sayings, there is a distinction to be made between those 
which, so to speak, embody a teaching, and might belong to 
8 doctrinal scheme,? and those which are nothing but. comments, 
extempore uttcrances of restricted application, having no con- 
nexion with any preconceived and coherent system.? To con- 
fuse these two categories, or rather, to regard them as one, 
is a common error, and one from which the Gospel writers are 
by no means exempt. It results in taking what is merely a 
sally or a paradox, wholly bound up with the occasion which 
ealled it forth,* for a universal and absolute rule. 

In a large number of cases, however, the sayings were pre- 
served in detachment from the circumstances which gave rise 
to them, or at all events determined their exact meaning and 
limited their application. Under these conditions, the Gospel 
redactors made use of them as they pleased, sometimes com- 
bining them, in a context which was not their own, with other 
similar sayings, sometimes adapting them, by means of more 
or less drastic pruning, to a quite arbitrary use. In this 
process, they have, to all appearances, lost their true mean- 
ing. It is further obvious that the Gospel editors handled the 
other logia, those which probably were originally intended as 


1XCV; CCL, 107-26; CLEX, i, 430 f., gives a systematic list, 
which, though concise, is sufficient, if necessary, to enable anyone to 
ascertain the contents of the logia with the help of the text. 

‘Matt. v. 42; vii. 12; xii. 82; and a number of verses inserted 
in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. v.—vii. 

+ Matt. xv. 14; x. 24; vii. 16-18; x. 34-8; x. 16a; ete. Cf. 
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general precepts and doctrine, with no more scruples and no 
greater respect. 

It is common in religious circles, and even outside them, 
to praise the beauty of the Gospel discourses : 


“They are such,” it is asserted,’ “as those of a god become 
man must necessarily be.” We cannot fail to recognize “in both 
their substance and their form the mind and heart of the incarnate 
Word." They are especially admirable for the precision with 
which they express “in the fewest possible words, the most sublime, 
true, and practical ideas, on God the divine matters, on man und his 
destiny, on the present and the future life, on duty, and on per- 
fection. . . an inimitable naturalness, clearness, and simplicity 

‘ @ wholly divine eloquence... a simple and popular style 
. . « B marvellous aptness,” so that the saying attributed to the 
Jews by John vii. 46, “‘ never man spake like this man,’ is true 
in every sense.” The author concludes that these discourses, 
which are, however, ‘rather talks than speeches, . . . permit us to 
see [in conjunction with the whole public carcer of Jesus] and to hear, 
the atest, the most sacred, the most moving thing conccivable : 
the God living on earth, or wisdom and love incarnate revealing 
themselves to men and conversing familiarly with them.” 


All this, which is full of admirable feeling admirably eX+ 
pressed, is unfortunatcly based upon an illusion. There is not 
the slightest doubt that- Jesus never uttered the discourses 
attributed to him by the Gospels. They are artificial com- 
positions, of which the most that we can hope is that they 
employ authentic logia. Even the Sermon on the Mount, 
which has been so much discussed, is no execption to this 
tule. On the contrary, it would be sufficient to establish it, 
and at all events it conspicuously confirms it. 

On closer examination these discourses break up into a 
number of disjointed sayings, or, at best, into small groups 
of sayings.? These groups appear to be for the most part the 
work of the primitive community, and for the rest, that of 
the Gospel redactors. They have been composed by putting 
together sayings and parables which seem to resemble each 
other, either in substance or merely in external form.’ The 
primitive community made use in several different ways of 
the collection of sayings provided by the paradosis, which could 
only serve this purpose by adapting itself to aims and ten- 
dencies which were fundamentally alien to it. For instance, 

¥, i, 500-13. 
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the necessity for a kind of moral instruction which could be 
offered in the name of the Lord to the newly converted, quickly 
made itself felt, and the Sermon on the Mount came into being 
to fill this need. Again, it was necessary to define and authorize 
the duties of missionaries, and this was provided for by the 
sermon which Jesus is supposed to have delivercd to the disciples 
before sending them out on their mission (Matt. x. 5 ff.). The 
discourse on John given in Matthew xi. was the result of the 
difficulties whieh arose between the infant Church and the 
disciples of the Baptist ; and that on the Pharisces in Matthew 
xxiii.,! was called forth by the opposition of the Jewish rabbis 
to Christian propaganda in Jewish communities.! 

A certain Catholic historian has maintained, not without 
some show of reason,* that these sermons composed of sayings 
strung together, though characterized by the “ oracular ” 
manner so dear to the Jewish taste, are not all what we should 
expect of Jesus, in that they arc too artificial in style and too 
lacking in feeling and spontancity. The actual words of the 
Master must have ‘ gushed forth in a different way. This 
is certainly what we should he inclined to believe, but between 
belief and knowledge there is a considerable gap. What we 
are sure of, however, is that the comparison of Matthew and 
Luke makes it impossible to hold that these Gospel discourses 
were ever uttered. 

If we consider, for example, Luke xii. 1-7, or even the 
whole of the chapter, which contains a long instructional dis- 
course of Jesus to his disciples, we can easily see that it is a 
compilation, constructed by stringing together: first, some 
isolated sayings detached from their setting ; second, a parable 
on the subject of avarice, followed by a discourse on freedom 
from carthly cares which has no necessary connexion with it, 
and is used by Matthew vi. 25 in a different context; and 
third, several groups of sayings regarding the necessity of 
holding onesclf in readiness for the sudden coming of the 
Kingdom, and the inevitable punishment of those who, having 
been given the opportunity of knowing what they should do, 
have refused either to listen or to obey. We have only to 
read these sayings, from v. 85 to 59, to realize their com- 
plete lack of connexion. This impression is further confirmed 
by Matthew, who, finding these logia either singly or in small 
groups in his source, has used them in quite a different way 
from Luke, dividing them amongst several chapters. 

The artificiality of the Sermon on the Mount is equally 
obvious from a brief comparison of it with the Sermon in the 

‘1 OXLIM, 49; CXC, xvii. 2 Ibid., 14. 
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Plain recorded by Luke vi. 20 ff. The sayings and groups of 
sayings found in Matthew are im part repeated in Luke,! but 
sometimes in different phrasing, and in quite a different order. 
On the other hand, there are important portions of Matthew 
which do not appear in Luke at all,? and others which appear 
elsewhere, in a different context. All this shows plainly that 
each redactor used the material of his source as he pleased, 
for the purpose of composing one or more discourses. Finally, 
it is obvious that nobody took notes, and that it would have 
been impossible to remember from mercly hearing them the 
one hundred and seven verses of the discourse of Matthew, or 
even the thirty verses of that of Luke. 

To sum up, the only approximately definite information 
which it is possible to derive from the Gospel sermons, is 
some idea of the main themes, not so much of the preach- 
ing of Jesus, as of the doctrine of the community by and 
for which the sayings were organized. This involves, of course, 
no assumption as to the origin of the sayings themselves. Any 
literary admiration is in great danger of being really directed 
towards some anonymous compiler, and similarly, it would be 
most hazardous to base any doctrinal inference upon the letter 
and arrangement of any of the discourses, the relative position 
and value of the ideas which it expresses, for they are due to the 
redactor and not to Jesus. 





II 
THe Saytncs 


We are accordingly brought back to the fundamental prob- 
lem of the validity of the sayings. We might, at first, be 
tempted to believe that the collection of the Master’s teachings 
must always, from the very beginning, have been the first care 
of the disciples, and the preservation of this precious legacy 
the great endeavour of the original community, but it has 
already been pointed out that we must be under no such illusion, 
For the disciples, the most important thing in the preaching 
of Jesus was its assurance that the time was fulfilled, and the 
Kingdom at hand, and the first generation of Christians lived 
in a constant expectation of the parousia. Neither it nor the 





42, with Matt. vii. 1-5; Luke vi. 81 with Matt. vii. 12; ete. 

* Matt. v. 17, 19, 20, 21-4, 88-7; vi. 1-4, 5-8, 16-18; vii. 6. 
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disciples felt any necessity of especially remembering and pre- 
serving for the future the details of a teaching which interested 
them precisely because it limited the future to a few months, 
or possibly even days. Any striking phrases which Jesus may 
have used, might, to be sure, remain in the memory of their 
hearers, but disconnectedly, and as it were at random, and 
in any case, much morc by virtue of their form than of their 
content. The ideas that were really important to Jesus, must, 
we admit, have been expressed by him often enough to be 
remembered. But on the other hand, many others which 
would be illuminating to us, have vanished because they hap- 
pened not to be so happily expressed as those which have 
survived. 

To imagine ' that from the beginning his followers composed 
little collections of the Lord’s sayings, each preceded by the 
formula, “ Jesus said,” such as we find in the papyri of the 
second and third centuries, implics that the generation of the 
disciples, and its successor, believed that the Master built on 
earth and for the future, in other words, that the Kingdom 
was to be identificd with the Catholic Church. But though 
that is the inevitable conviction of the whole ecclesiastical 
tradition, it cannot be shared, as we shall soon see, by any 
unbiassed reader of the texts. The probability is that the 
members of the faith thought of making collections only when 
they hud begun to have doubts of the perousta, and when the 
disappearance of those who had known and heard the Lord 
aroused their anxiety. It is to be noted that Paul, who wel- 
comed “‘ words of the Lord,” seems to have obtained them 
only from the paradosis. The attempt to formulate and stabilize 
this oral tradition itself, was probably only made when it 
became necessary to particularize and extend the teaching of 
the Lord, for the exhortation and training of proselytes.* In 
other words, it was gradually effected as the Christian faith 
freed itself from its Jewish swaddling-clothes and developed 
in the direction of an independent religion. We may estimate 
that twenty-five or thirty years would be required for this 
need of a collection of the sayings of Jesus to make itself felt, 
and that is a considerable time from the point of view of their 
complete preservation. 

We cannot be too often reminded that the men who com- 
mitted to writing the deliverances of the Synoptic tradition 
were not interested in recording, but in proving. What they 
tried to bring out was the evidence in favour of their religious 
ideas. From Mark to John, their spirit and purpose are the 

1 CXC, 14. " COXEXY, 20. 
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same, and their differences are only of degree. If we are no 
longer able to see Jesus except through the eyes of these men, 
we are likewise unable to hear him except with their cars. 
The whole question appears to resolve itself into that of the 
accuracy of their hearing and the fidelity of their memorics. 
It was a saying amongst the rabbis that “ the good disciple is 
like a cemented reservoir, which never loscs a drop of its water.” 
But unfortunately, we cannot in this case count upon scho- 
lastic custom, because the recipients and preservers of the 
gospel tradition were the common people, the uneducated, and 
our Gospels are merely religious books for popular use.2_ Fur- 
ther, we have to do here, not with a small group of pupils, 
quietly hearing, preserving, and transmitting the words of a 
master, but with an active community of believers in the 
midst of the constructive pcriod of its faith, and in the very 
process of transforming its tcachcr into the glorified Lord.? 
There is no question of any already formulated doctrine, but 
only of a tradition gradually adapting itself to religious ideals 
which are still to some extent uncertain. Under these cir- 
cumstances, it seems natural that the young community, “in 
making the teaching of Jesus the sustcnance of its life, should 
have revised that teaching and brought it into line with its 
own experience, its needs, its trials, and its knowledge.” ¢ 
When, for instance, we read in Mark ix. 41: “ For whosoever 
shall give you a cup of water to drink because ye belong to 
Christ (6ts Xowtod éote), verity I say unto you, he shall not 
lose his reward,” we are struck by the expression, “ because 
ye belong to Christ,” which seems very strange in the mouth 
of Jesus. Lagrange himself admits * that it ix a Pauline mode 
of expression, which is never found in cither the Synoptics 
or in Acts. He puts the responsibility for it on some copyist, 
while Batiffol thinks it is the adaptation of a saying of Jesus 
for the purpose of supporting Christian preaching. It is not 
easy to see what the authentic logion which is supposed to 
have been adapted could have been, and we are inclined to 
believe that the whole thing was the tendentious creation of 
the redactor. 

It is at first surprising to find the lips of Jesus uttering 
so many contradictory sayings, but it becomes intelligible when 
we discover that all the complexities of Christian doctrine of 
the time of the gospel compilers are reflected in the utterances 
which they attribute to the Lord, rather than the probably 

XLIV, 22; of. 
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very simple, authentic words of the Nazarene.’ It was inevit- 
able that this should have been the case. 

There is accordingly net much hope that what has come 
down to us of the logia presents a faithful and accurate record 
of the preaching of Jesus, a summary of the substance of his 
teaching. It is, on the contrary, probable that ideas, concep- 
tions, and interests quite alien to the mind of the Master were, 
in all good faith, ascribed to him by the community which 
adhered to them, and also that many, if not all, of his authentic 
uttcranccs were revised by the growing faith and adapted to 
purposes for which they were not originally designed. 


TI 
Reasons For Hope 


The case is not, however, quite so desperate as it may 
seem from the foregoing discouraging remarks, because, on 
reflection, there are to be discerned some mitigating factors. 

The first arises, if we may so put it, from the very nature 
of the preaching of Jesus. If he had built up a system of 
doctrine, for which the disciples and the primitive community 
had by degrees substituted another, the loss would be irrepar- 
able, but this docs not appear to have been the case. Strictly 
speaking, we do not find any original body of doctrine in the 
Gospel. Jesus belongs to the religious setting of Isracl, and 
is rooted in beliefs already long established. It is on the basis 
of these beliefs, and withgut stepping out of this setting, that 
he speaks of his mi: ie vof the imminence of the great event 
which he proclaim +. sy:empts to induce his hearers, by 
means of appropriate L ,,ecpoarently very simple religious and 
moral exhortations, to } > for the coming day in a manner 
conducive to their own ‘4H Alintage. The original community, 
of which we are given a 4 mipse in the first chapters of Acts, 
the community which lived on Jewish soil and developed the 
fundamental tradition out of which the Synoptic tradition 
aros¢, had no need to change the religious setting of the Gospel 
of Jesus, or to attribute to it any other aims and methods than 
those expressed by the Nazarene himself. The first “ brethren ” 
were Jews, or Jewish converts, and they awaited the appear- 
ance of the Kingdom in an effort to lead the kind of life which 
the Master prescribed, and which was to assure them of a 
place amongst the clect. Their faith was subject to no irresist- 
ible impulse towards elaboration, except with regard to the 
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figure and status of Jesus himself. They began the Christo- 
logical development, and summoned all the Messianic passages 
of the Old Testament to their aid in commenting upon, inter- 
preting, and amplifying the details of the life of Jesus. This 
preoccupation is reflected, for instance, in the composition of 
the genealogies, the accounts of the Resurrection, and the 
treatment of various details. It was only when Greek and 
syncretistic influences came into play, that is to say, when 
the faith entered the Hellenistic communities, that the great 
work was begun which resulted in the Christian doctrine and 
the Christian Church, and which can be seen in progress in 
Paul and the Fourth Gospel. Accordingly, we may conclude 
that in the beginning, the écaching of Jesus was exposed to 
little change, and it scems a reasonable presumption that the 
most striking sayings concerning the Kingdom and its advent, 
and the efforts necessary to secure a place in it, were impressed 
on the memory of the disciples, at least at random, as perhaps 
they were uttered, and that, through all the adaptations to 
which the logia were subjected, and in spite of the resulting 
perversions, it may still be possible to discern the essential 
substance and method of the teaching of Jesus. 

It is to be noted that several important changes which 
were made in the conceptions of the primitive community to 
meet the needs of the Hellenistic converts, are not to be found 
in the logia. For example, the Kingdom is not yct identified 
with salvation. At the time when our redactors made use of 
the logia, the original faith had undergone great developments, 
as various details of their writings testify, but these details 
give the impression of being, as it were, supcrimposcd on a 
groundwork which is quite different. Morcover, the develop- 
ment of the faith did not find all the teachings ascribed by the 
tradition to Jesus equally hampering. The valuc of his precepts 
concerning morality and practical life, for instance, remained 
the same, or even increased, in proportion as emphasis on the 
deification of the Saviour increased. The Scrmon on the Mount 
is nothing but a set of ethical precepts, and exhibits Jesus 
only as a teacher of morals, and not at all as the god of sal- 
vation, although at the time when it was put together the 
Christians were for the most part convinced that he was the 
Saviour.1 As far as we can form an idca of the document Q, 
it did not contain anything that implied this conception. In 
opposition to this, there has been cited a verse of Mark (x. 45) : 
“For the Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to 
minister, and to give his life as a ransom for many.” But if 
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this be compared with Mark xiv. 24: ‘‘ And he said unto 
them: This is my blood [that] of the covenant which is shed 
for many,” which has a similar ring, it will be seen that it is 
in all probability a case of Pauline influence. The idea is as 
foreign to Urmarcus as it is to Q. It may be observed, further, 
that various conceptions and belicfs imputed to Jesus may 
well have found protection, once they were committed to 
writing, in the very indifference which the faith soon developed 
with regard to them. Thus the conception of the Kingdom 
was not long in giving place to that of the Church of God 
(h éxxdnota tod Oeod of 1 Cor. i. 2), but the idea of the Son 
of Man, which was quite unintelligible outside the Jewish 
communities, persisted as an obscure but venerable formula, 
Decause it was supposed to have come from the Lord.t 

Finally, certain things which our gospel redactors must 
have been very reluctant to record, have nevertheless been 
preserved in their aecounts—the inner struggle of Jesus, the 
misunderstanding of his family, the denial of Peter, the flight 
of the disciples after the arrest, ete.—whieh looks as if the 
Christologica] development had, on these various points, been 
powerless to suppress the tradition.? 

These various considerations seem to restore a little hope. 
It would indecd be foolish to exaggerate it, but if, remembering 
that our Gospels were written by compilers, who were not always 
either very exacting or very careful, we examine closely each 
separate instanee, it may scem not altogether impossible to 
discern in some of them, beneath the redactional layers and 
behind the tendentious adaptations, some traces of an authentic 
and accurate record. This is perhaps not a great deal, but it 
is better than nothing. 








IV 
Tue Form or THe SayIncs 


We shall pause only briefly on the much disputed question 
of the authenticity of the form in which the logia are presented. 
It has frequently been the object of admiration, and bas even 
been cited as a proof of the authenticity of the content. From 
the fact that there is recognizable throughout the same stamp, 
the same style, it has been concluded that they all came from 
the same mind, which could have been no other than that of 
Jesus.?| We have already noted the objections to this argu- 

> XLIV, 26. * XVI, 284. 
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ment,! to which we may add that it seems rash to overpraise 
translations whose accuracy we have no means of verifying. 
Nevertheless, it must not be forgotten that oral preservation 
of the teachings of the rabbis was still the rule amongst the 
Jews in the time of Jesus, so that it is not without signiticance 
that the disciples of the Nazarene attributed to him a whole 
collection of sayings. 

They are unquestionably similar to those which the Talmud 
is supposed to have taken from the teachings of the carly 
rabbinic teachers of Isracl, and which have, indeed, every 
appearance of genuineness.? But we have already pointed out 
why it is not entirely legitimate to compare the case of the 
rabbinical Fathers with that of Jesus Christ. A pure and 
simple forgery, however, coming, let us say, from the second 
generation after Christ, would exhibit a tendentious character, 
as do the Gospels themsclves; that is to say, it would have 
& purpose in view which would probably be quite visible and 
would devote itself to achieving that instead of wandering off 
into little stories, anecdotes, or discourses, which secm to have 
no connexion with its aims. Such details have no bearing on 
the justification of the Christological movement, or on the 
development of the faith, and represent the fulfilment of no 
prophecies. But it is easy to understand how this sort of thing 
remained in our Gospels if we regard it us at least a fragmentary 
survival of an carlier established tradition, sanctioned un- 
doubtedly by its reputation of authenticity, and hence to be 
respected. It is incredible that it should have been gratuitously 
invented, at such risk of creating difficulties, of giving rise to 
contradictions. 

Two obscrvations appear to strengthen our impression that. 
the logia arc essentially orientated towards the past of Jesus’ 
activity, rather than towards the future of Christ’s glory. 
(1) Whenever a sentence or a parable appears to have preserved 
its original setting, it is localized in Galilee. Does it not seem 
probable that if it had been invented, even in the time of the 
Apostles, it would have been attached to Jerusalem ?* Observe 
how important the setting of the Holy City becomes in the 
Gospel of John. (2) The precepts contained in the logia are 
addressed by Jesus to his immediate disciples, without any 
reference to any ecclesiastical organization or system. It is 


Cf. p. 48. 
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hardly credible that this would have been the case if they 
had been forged by the Church at Jerusalem.! 

When we admit that the logia may contain authentic sayings 
of Jesus, we have in mind, of course, only a general authenticity, 
which excludes neither rearrangements of detail nor tendentious 
additions, still less the more or less serious perversions and 
contradictions of which there is always a danger in the passage 
from one language to another, and whose existence, moreover, 
is sufficiently demonstrated by the differences between the 
letter of Mark and that of Luke. 

As Loisy truly observes, ‘‘ sayings and parables were re- 
peated and written down according to what they were under- 
stood to mcan, and in a way to make this meaning intelligible 
for the greatest good of the community. There was no thought 
of refraining from cither convenient omissions, or desirable 
emendations, or the addition of anything which the situation, 
or the purpose of interpretation, seemed to demand.” * 

This is perfectly evident. Nevertheless, it does not seem 
tou much to believe that the original tradition gathered up 
the teachings which had secmed most striking to the disciples, 
and which their Master had repeated to them most frequently 
and with the greatest emphasis, and those were undoubtedly 
the ones which he himself had most at heart. Comparative 
criticism is not helpless before the redactional alterations in 
the original meaning, as it would be if the Evangelists had 
been more scrupulous im the literal transcription of their 
sources,® and it is this fact which justifies our belief that the 
case is not entirely hopeless. Whoever will examine the texts 
with patience, not expecting too much of them, and not relying 
upon them unduly, will derive therefrom the impression of a 
simple unsystematie teaching, controlled by a small number 
of ideas, embodied in a few precepts, and based upon religious 

rinciples which were well known before Jesus; and he will 
fecl that he is not far from the truth. 


‘CCL, 185. * CIM, i, 188. > CXLIN, 46; CCL, 187. 


CHAPTER II 
THE FORM OF JESUS’ TEACHING 
I 
Tae Essentia Nature or His PREACHING 


N the ancient Jewish world the main function of the prophet 
was not to predict the future, to prophesy, but rather to 
teach. Jesus secms to have been no exception to this rule, even 
though the prophetic announcement of the imminence of the 
Kingdom be regarded as the fundamental feature of his mission. 
It is true that this announcement appears at first to be bound 
up with the wonder-working necessitated by his environment, 
but it is nevertheless ultimately expressed in a teaching, of which 
the first thing to be determined is, not its content, but the 
form, the mode of expression of that content—in other words, 
how it was presented. 

Our caution is aroused at the outset by the fact that. our 
Evangelists also taught, in fact. that was the whole purpose of 
their writing, and, from what we have already discovered con- 
cerning them, their teaching was not the same as that of Jesus. 
In studying their evidence, we must not lose sight of the possi- 
bility of their having at times, perhaps frequently, possibly 
even regularly, substituted in their accounts their own spirit 
and manner for those of their Master. Further, if we are to 
derive any real information from this study, care must be taken 
not to allow any artificial preconception to come between us 
and the documents, as, for instance, the idea that the spiritual 
gifts of Jesus were so unusual, the depth of his religious 
feeling and the delicacy of his moral perceptions so far 
above the ordinary, that he cannot really be judged by human 
standards. This way of regarding him, which is still very 
common even amongst those who do not believe in him, is a 
kind of tenacious survival of the inherited belief in his divinity, 
which is a great obstacle to critical freedom. It is as if people 
unconsciously attempted, as it were, to compensate for depriv- 
ing him of his divine nature by attributing to him superhuman 
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qualities. We are not thinking merely of the sentimental 
effusions of Renan, which are all the more dangerous to the 
unwary reader in that they assume the form and the tone of 
objective conclusions, still less of the pronouncements of a 
dilettante like Houston Chamberlain,’ or an amateur like 
Couchoud.1. We have in mind particularly the statements 
of such an eminent critic as Holtzmann and his follower 
Julicher. The former, himself, cannot resist the temptation 
to grow lyrical, in a way which is not characteristic of him, 
over the “ peculiar genius” (eigener Genius) of Jesus. His 
effusions are such that, beyond a certain “ scientific prejudice,” 
one can sce no reason why he should stop short of believing 
in the miraculous birth of so superhuman a being. The Gospel, 
however, is not to be interpreted in the light of the whole 
history of the Christian Church. 

It is obvious that, if Jesus preached, it was for the purpose 
of convineing his hearers, of bringing them to the realization 
of what was, in his opinion, an all-important truth. But to 
an unprejudiced reader of the texts, it is plain that, even for 
the Evangelists, this truth was a personal belief and not a 
doctrine ; it was a conviction regarded as an indisputable fact, 
and embodied in one or two definite ideas. To these ideas are 
attached, rather by their purpose and content than formally, 
some morc or less detailed remarks, occasioned by various cir- 
cumstances, and casily classifiable into a few types. (Thi: 
involves no assumption, of course, regarding the profundity of 
the said ideas and the specific value of the remarks in ques- 
tion.) The teaching of Jesus is not to be imagined as a kind 
of course in theology, delivered to an audience of attentive 
students ; 4 we have no reason to believe even «that Jesus 
“instructed ’? the Apostles, in the strict sense of the word. 
Why should he have done so, and what would he have taught 
them, since the great transformation whose imminence he pro- 
claimed was going to make all doctrine, and all human rules, 
unnecessary ? The Church was brought into being by the 
persistence of the temporal order, which compelled it to ask 
and to answer questions which Jesus had never foreseen. It 
was led to believe, at the same time, that it was only putting 
into practice the special precepts given by Jesus himself to his 
intimate companions, and hence arose the inevitable supremacy 


1 Dilettantismus, 28; “ Jesus stehe ausserhalb der Geschichte.” 

*CXLIX, 18 #7. *L-a, i, 178 ff. 

‘OIL, i, 211; CCXXXV, 19.—On the misuse of the term “ Master,”* 
as applied to Jesus, sec Travers Herford, Judaiem in the New Testament 
Period, London, 1028, p. 202. 
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of the postulate of the ‘* Apostolic tradition." In reality Jesus, 
wholly dominated by what Renan aptly calls} “ a fixed personal 
resolve,” had no idea of tcaching those whom we call his 
Apostles ; “he swept them along with him towards the great 
hope by which he himself was irresistibly attracted’ (Loisy). 
Whether they were aware of it or not, they were undoubtedly 
much more influenced by his personality than by what he said.? 

Properly considered, he does not look like a reformer, whose 
activity is necessarily the result of observation, criticism, and 
constructive purpose. He frequently attacks things and 
people, but in every case what he says leads back to his original 
obsession with the near adyent of the Kingdom, which bespraks 
the state of mind of a prophct, and not of actheologian. A 
moment's consideration is suffici to prove the trath of the 
above remarks. At the very beginning of the Marean narra- 
tive we see Jesus speaking in the synagogue at Capernaum, 
and “teaching them as onc that had authority ” (Mark i. 22: 
dtddoxwv abrods chs eovdaiur ov), at which ‘they " are very 
much astonished. The meaning seems to be that he broke 
away—for good reason—from the form of teaching established 
in the schools ; that he did not necessarily base his preaching 
upon a text of the Scriptures, to be interpreted and commented 
upon ; and that he did not cite the cvidenee of famous rabbis, 
but that his own inspiration was all he had need of, even when 
he appealed to the Book, and the freedom, the homeliness, and 
the spontaneity of his words were hampered by nothing, not 
even the attempt to organize them, because they were inspired 
and justified by an irresistible inner foree. Tt is plain that, 
from the standpoint of an observer, such a method is charac- 
teristic of one who is disturbed by no doubt. The Gospel 
writer shows us Jesus at the end of his carcer (Mark xi. 27 ff.) 
in the Temple at Jerusalem, in the presence of enemies wha 
are equally astonished by this air of authority in his speech 
and of power in his actions. They ask him bluntly what right 
he has to speak and act in this manner, a question which he 
evades by @ counterthrust: “ Tell me first whence came the 
authority of the Baptist.” But his resort to this stratagem 
does not alter his own conviction that he is “ authorized.” In 
this persuasion he commands, and the Evangelist cannot con- 
ceive of the men whom he calls as having the Jeast hesitation 
in following him (Mark i. 17; ii. 14). His enemies ascribe this 
authority to Beelzebub, prince of the devils (Mark iii. 22). He 
himself believes that he is possessed by the Spirit of God, which 

1 CLXVIII, 46. * Weidel, Jesu Persénlichkeit, 1909, p. 38, 

> CCOXL, 95. 
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amounts to the same thing. It is obviously not a doctrine 
by which he is inspired, but a faith, and to him all things lead 
back to that faith, and are comprised in it. It does more than 
fill his mind ; it extends its power over the realm of concrete 
realitics (Mark ix. 28: advta duvard t@ mustevovn, everything 
is possible to him who believes). This faith is not a belief, of 
the kind which may be applied to a dogma, but a confidence. 
When he feels himself opposed by a doubt, he makes no attempt 
to refute it, for there is nothing for him to say. He neither 
argues nor discusses, proves nor confutes ; he knows the truth 
and he utters it, and when he realizes that it is not believed he 
grows angry and depressed (Mark iii. 5: ‘‘ And when he had 
Jooked round about on them with anger, being grieved for the 
hardness of their hearts . . .””). Because it was hard for him 
to understand that his hearers did not hear the voice of God 
in the depths of their souls as he did, he identified this lack 
of religious experience with a deliberate hardening of the heart. 
His religion is his whole life, and God is the very breath of 
his being.? 


Il 
GreNErRat, CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PREACHING 


For this reason his teaching can only be a kind of spon- 
taneous outpouring. We find in it no abstractions, no theories 
concerning man, life, the world, or God, in short, not the 
slightest interest in rational and objective knowledge. He 
observes the world, and quite simply records his impressions 
in what he says.?_ It has often been remarked how interested 
he seems to be in his material surroundings, in all the living 
aspects of them, and how much one can learn of Galilee from 
his utterances? The attitude of Christianity, which has so 
often condemned the world, which has regarded it as the empire 
of Satan and the home of perdition, and turned from it with 
horror and disgust, was never modelled upon that of Jesus. 

The external characteristics of his teaching are casily seen. 
There are no real sermons. Those ascribed to him are redac- 
tional, and represent nothing more than strings of sayings. 
The “saying”? was in common use amongst the rabbis: a 
short, clear pronouncement, containing some instructive obser- 
vation or piece of advice, which had the advantage of being 
easy to remember. The logia, as we remember, consisted of a 

1 OOLXIV, 49. *COXEKIY, 01; CCLXIV, 51. 
*L-a, i, 161 ff.; CXC, 827. 
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collection of sayings of this kind. Possibly they were often 
accompanied, in reality, by explanatory comment, and we 
may wonder whether, taking them as they have come down 
to us, they do not lIcad us to attribute to the teaching of the 
Nazarene a quality which was perhaps in reality not quite so 
strongly marked. There may be something in this, especially 
considering that the desire to draw up a kind of compendium 
of the “ Wisdom ” of Jesus may have influenced the editor, 
or editors, of Q, to present their material in a special form. But 
this reservation does not invalidate the gencral conclusion that 
Jesus, in conformity with the taste and customs of his environ- 
ment, habitually employed the “ saying,” which was, in addi- 
tion, very well adapted to the kind of thing he had to say, 

In the gospel the saying sometimes has the air of an aphor- 
ism, or even of an epigram, but we have only to turn over 
the pages of Proverbs to see that the Galilean prophet had 
not far to seek for examples. A certain number of logia, 
which sound at first very strange, become more intelligible 
when we remember that, in accordance with the type of the 
aphorism and the epigram, they aim at vividness and energy 
of expression, rather than at perfectly suitable wording and 
illustrations of practical value. Such, for instance, are the 
famous aphorisms on obstacles to virtue in Matthew xv 
We are inclined to believe that Jesus also had a fondness for 
the dialoguc,* which is not only associated with the Socratic 
technique, but is a popular custom that still flourishes in the 
East. 

To sum up: teaching ‘delivered “ with authority,” that is 
to say, statements supposed to come directly from God and 
to be indisputable ; short striking “ sayings,” occurring in the 
course of ordinary talks occasioned by the circumstanccs of 
daily life; pithy pronouncements, sometimes delibcrately exag- 
gerated ; brief dialogues in which the interlocutor is Ied to 
analyse his difficulty, which is then resolved by an aphorism ; 
these appear to have been the methods by which Jesus taught. 
They are completely in harmony, first, with what we have 
ascertained of his lack of systematic doctrinal teaching and 
his contempt for dialectical methods, next with the customs 
of an environment, which, in more than one respect, survives 
in the East today, and finally, with the instinctive tendency to 













7: * Lam come not to call the righteous, but the sinners’ 
* It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a necdle 
than for a rich man to enter into the Kingdom of Heaven.” 

"Mark x. 17 ff. Of course we cannot vouch for the literal authen- 
ticity of thie conversation between Jesus and the young enthusiast, 
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present his own uniquc and outstanding personality as the 
example and proof of his teaching. 

There is, however, one device of Jesus which we have men- 
tioned only incidentally and which deserves some emphasis, 
because it is the one which the Gospel writers seem to regard 
as most completely characteristic of the Master. It is as if it 
surprises them, and they do not understand it very well. We 
refer to his use of the parable or similitude) 

The word parable (zupufiodj) is the one regularly employed 
by the Synoptics. John uses zagoyla, which in classical 
Greek means “ proverbs "' (John x. 6; xvi. 25; ete.). “ Para- 
bolé"" is used hy the Septuagint to translate the Hebrew mashal, 
which is ordinarily rendered by the elastic term “ similitude.” 
It is used in the Old Testament to designate obscure sayings 
(Ps. xlix. 4), or figurative discourses (Num. xxiii. 7; Job xxvii. 
1), or stories which we should rather call fables,? or sometimes 
more or Jess allegorical comparisons.* 

In a very general way, we may say that the “ parable” 
of the Gospels is the story of a real or imaginary event, bor- 
rowed from nature or daily life, and so set forth as to suggest 
some moral or religious truth. It is, then, a comparison which 
uses pictorial description to convey an idea. As it is not always 
necessary for its purposc to state this comparisen fully, the 
fact that it is one, is often left unspecified. For example, in 
Mark ii. 16 ff., when the scribes and Pharisees express surprise 
that he should cat with publicans and sinners (éyagrwdoé), 
> reply is; “ They that are whole have no need of the 

phy ian, but they that are . Iam come not to call the 
Fate ‘ous but the sinners.’? The parallel is obvious, and needs 
no explanation, The same thing is true of the whole series of 
analogies which, in the same chapter of Mark, follow the verse 
just quoted: the attendants of the bridegroom who do not 
fast while he is with them; the patch of new cloth which is 
not to be sewn upon an old garment ; the new wine which 
cannot be poured into old bottles ; and, iii, 24, the kingdom 



























1The main work is still that of Jiilicher, CCXV, which is summarized 
by himself in the article Parables in EB, Cf. Loisy, Etudes érangéliques, 
102. A bibliography of the Catholic works will be found in CLVIZ, 
i, 882, n. 1. See also H. Weinel, Die Gleichnisse Jesu ‘, Leipzig, 1918. 
For an analysis of the parables, sec LEXKVI, 102. It will be helpful 
to read CLYI-a, 270 ff. 

* For example, in 2 Sam. xii, 1-4, the story of the poor man and 
his ewe lamb, which is told by Nathan to David to make him ashamed 
of his conduct. 

22 Sam, xiv. 6 und 8; 1 Kings xx. 899.; Isa. v. 1-6; xxviii, 
28. 
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which cannot stand if it be divided against itself. These might 
be called parables in embryo, but as they stand they are no 
more than briefly suggested parallels. Half the gospel parables 
are of this type. 

We must be careful not to confuse the parable with the 
allegory, or, which amounts to the same thing, to give the 
parable an allegorical interpretation. Tempting though it 
sometimes is,? such a proceeding is dangerous, ‘ An allegory 
is a succession of metaphors which means something different 
from what it says.’’* In order to interpret an allegory, one 
must possess the key to it, must be “ initiated."”” A parable, 
on the contrary, is intended to illuminate the thought of the 
one who uses it, and not to conecal it. To understand the 
difference, we have only to compare the Synoptic parables 
with the Johannine allegories, When John vi. 85 says: “7 
am the bread of life ; he that cometh to me shall never hunger, 
and he that believeth on ime shall never thirst,” he is speaking 
allegorically, in that he identifies the symbol with the thing 
signified, and what the latter is not discernible by common 
sense. No one who has never heard of the Eucharist. and its 
Christian interpretation is in a position to understant 

A single example will show the danger of “ allegorizing "a 
parable, that is to say, of regarding cach individual term of 
it as a symbol for which is to be substituted the word really 
meant. We take the parable of the widow and the unjust 
judge in Luke xviii. 2 ff. : 














“ He said: there was in a city @ judge which feared not God, 
neither regarded man. And there was a widow in that city and 
she came unto him saying: Avenge me of mine adve 
he would not for a long time, but afterwards he aa 
Though I fear not God, nor regard man, yet because thi 
troubleth me I will avenge her, lest by her continual 
weary me. And the Lord said: Hear what the unjust judge saith. 
And shall not God avenge his own clect which ery day and night 
unto him, and shall he delay? I tell you that he will avenge them 
speedily.” 


If we take the unjust judge to symbolize God, as the end of 
the passage might secm to suggest, we are going to get a very 
shocking, not to say blasphemous, interpretation. Regarding 
the widow as cither the Church, or the soul in prayer, we are 
confronted by the unthinkable situation of God's yielding to 







1 We do not say that a parable may not have an allegorical incaning 
(see, for instance, that of the wicked husbandmen in Matt. xxi. 33), 
but merely that it is not essentially an allegory. 

"CHL, i, 245; LEXI, 171. 
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her entrcaties only to avoid being wearied by them. We might 
equally well take the parable of the Ten Virgins and the Bride- 
groom (Matt. xxv. 1-15),' and amuse ourselves by trying to 
find out who the bridegroom is, and who the oil merchant to 
whom the five wise virgins send the five foolish ones, and 
exactly what the virgins themselves represent ; but it would 
be a profitiess diversion. In the first parable cited, there is 
simply an 4 fortiori argument: if an iniquitous judge finally 
grants justice to a poor woman for unworthy reasons, how 
much more specdily and completely will God satisfy those 
whom he loves, and who put their trust in him! ,The second 
parable is nothing more than a story to illustrate a piece of 
practical advice: do not forget that the appearance of God 
may be sudden and unexpected ; hold yourselves always in 
readiness. In both cases the parallel does not apply to all 
the details of the story, but only to the idea which emerges 
from it as a whole. 

The gospel redactors regarded the parable as a method of 
teaching that was very freely employed by Jesus.? It is note- 
worthy that there are no real parables in the New Testament 
except in the Synoptics, and that the tradition did not ascribe 
any to the Apostles. This seems to imply that the first genera- 
tions of Christians believed that Jesus alone used this form of 
expression, which gives us reason to hope that we have in our 
possession, we will not say, the parables of Jesus, for it is hardly 
conceivable that they were all preserved, but some of them, 
We must, moreover, unfortunately discount the redactional 
changes, which no more respected the original form of the 
parables than of the sayings. It is casy to get an idea of 
what these changes may have been by comparing the different 
renderings of the same parable given by Matthew and Luke. 
That. of the lost sheep (Matt. x 12 ff. and Luke xv. 4 ff.) 
will suffice as an example.? Hence, though we may regard it 
as probabic that there remain to us parables which were really 
uttered by Jesus, we are debarred from knowing the actual 
form in which they were uttered. There are all sorts of parables 
in the Synopties, and it is possible to differentiate many stages 

* GRC, 

? Mark t mui Fidaoxey adrou; é xagafodai; z0ldd. Sulicher 
estimates the number of parables in the Synopties at about sixty. 
Other critics are less generous, because, in many cases, it is possible 
to deny thut we have a parable. | In the judgment of O. Schmidt, CLXXV, 
25, there are about thirty. 

* Another good example is the comparison of Matt. xxv. 14 ff. with 
Luke xix. 12 ff. In the former it is the parable of the talents, in the 
latter, that of the pounds, 
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between the brief illustrative reference and the fully developed 
parallel. The latter is, however, not very frequent, there being 
only four of them altogether, all in Luke (x. 29 ff.; the good 
Samaritan ; xii. 16 ff.: the rich fool; xvi. 19 ff.: Dives and 
Lazarus; xviii. 9ff.: the Pharisee and the publican); but 
that need not concern us for the present. 

The Nazarene prophet did not invent the parable, nor even 
all the themes of which he made use in his own. The Jewish 
rabbis of his time regularly employed the parabolic method, 
and put it to similar specific uses.! 

Jesus did not actually imitate the rabbis. It was simply 
that they both followed the same customs and worked with 
the same traditional material, which was probably of popular 
origin. Saint Jerome records * that in his day the people of 
Syria, and especially of Palestine, made frequent use of parables 
in familiar intercourse. The fact that neither Mark nor 
Matthew, nor, above all, Luke, discarded this Jewish tech- 
nique of instruction, may be regarded as a proof that the 
tradition was at least Palestinian in origin,? and that the 
Hellenizing editors of the Gospels did not alter it to the point 
of robbing it of all its native characteristics. 

Naturally much stress has becn laid on the differences 
between the gospel parables and their Rabbinical parallels,‘ 
which are said to have “ much less freshness and simplicity.”’ 
This is not surprising, for it is quite conceivable that a rabbi 
sitting in his school discoursing on the Torah, would not have 
such lively impressions as a young prophet, sprung from the 
people, who spent his time wandcring about the country. But 
the main difference between fhe two sets of parables secms to 
be in their content, which is much more varied in those of the 
rabbis than in those of Jesus, where it is almost exclusively 
concerned with the coming Kingdom. 

When we read the gospel parables impartially, we cannot 
have the slightest doubt as to their purpose. Jesus, like the 
contemporaries of Saint Jerome, uses @ comparison in order to 
explain a precept : the concrete example is to assist the ubstract, 
idea to penetrate into the minds of listeners who are likely to 
be simple people. As Mark iv. 88 ingenuously remarks, in a 
passage which unquestionably goes back to the carliest version, 
and whose naive admission was inadvertently overlooked by 
the fina] redactors: ‘“ And with many such parables spake 


‘CCI; Loisy, RHLR, 1912, p. 506; LXXIV, 90 f. 

tin Mt, 1 x 152, 

* Fiebig, Altjtidische Gleichnisse und die Gleichnisse Jesu, Tubingen, 
1004, 
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he the word unto them as they were able to hear it.” The 
meaning can only be that he spoke to the simple-minded in 
parabics, because it was the only possible way of making him- 
self understood by them. Later, however, when by the in- 
evitable development of Christology Jesus had become a divine 
being, his followers, who had gradually lost al! knowledge of 
Palestinian customs, were unwilling to believe in such a simple 
explanation, and claimed to have discovered in the parables 
the deliberately obscure exp mn of profound mysteries, and 
the oracular replies to various questions which the parables 
certainly never anticipated. Catholic criticism is very reluctant 
to abandon this extraordinary and obviously erroncous theory. 
Quite recently a by no means reactionary theologian ? has 
usserled that, if the parables are couched in a simple and 
familiar style, they have nevertheless, for the most part, “a 
hidden aud very profound meaning, which few minds can 
fathom "; to them are to be applied the words of Saint Augustine 
(Ep., 187, 18): “Omnibus accessibilis, paucissimis vero pene- 
trabilis.” 

Pére Fonk goes further still? and maintains that in the 
parables Christ intentionally passed sentence of rejection upon 
the people and their leaders who were guilty of unbelief ; hence, 
Jesus actually inflicted on them the punishment of a teaching 
whieh was intelligible without explanation. It is difficult to 
tuke such “ criticism" scriously. 

The parable is not an instrument of precision; * it may 
just as cusily lead the mind astray as direct it aright. Prob- 
ably the tradition ascribed to Jesus more than one parable 
that seemed far from clear, but’on the other hand, the dis- 
appearance of the context of some of these sayings had con- 
tributed to their obscurity. Under these circumstances, since 
it was unthinkable that the Lord had made an imperfect use 
of an imperfect form, and had acquiesced in its obscurity, 
people came to think that he had deliberately veiled the truth, 
so that the Jews, understanding it only partially, or not at all, 

















'Y, i, 469. Catholic criticism is, however, far from unanimous on 
the meaning and purpose of the parables. Cf. OLVI, i, 332. The 
subsequent pages, in which the Jesuit Father attempts to reconcile 
the two theories, that of the use of the parables for teaching purposes, 
and that of their hidden meaning, are very interesting. It is obvious 
that this ingenious and subtle exposition cannot possibly represent the 
true facts. 

*Fonk, Die Parabolen des Herrn im Evangelium, 1904, 17 ff. On 
the other hand Lagrange, Mark 96 f., attempts to acquit Jesus of the 
Hlayraut absurdity attributed to him by the Reverend Father. 

* LEXIY, i, 106 ff. * OXI, 186. 


FORM OF JESUS’ TEACHING 255 


should be prevented from repenting and obtaining forgiveness. 
The passage on which this fantastic theory is based is found in 
Mark iv. 10-12 and is usually translated as follows : 

“And when he was alone, they that were about him with the 
Twelve questioned him about the parablex, und he said unto them: 
Unto you is given the Mystery of the Kingdom of God, but unto 
them that are without (roi; é5u) all things come in parables, that 
(ira) seeing they may sce and not perecive, and henring they may 
hear and not understand, lest (si) ote) they should be converted 
and their sins should be forgiven them.” 

On the face of it these statements arc so shocking er so pre- 
postcrous that the atteyapt has been made to dispose of them 
by maintaining that the versi st quoted iy a misconstruc- 
tion. Recently a ne philologist, Hubert Pernot, 
resuming and supplem: mendation that had already 
been unsuccessfully proposed several times, has endeavoured 
to prove! that the word fa is to be understood to mean dre 
and translated hy “ because." If we had only to explain the 
verses in question, the proposed interpretation, which is. in 
itself very plausible, might be satisfactory. Bul if it’ were 
accepted, it would then have to be acknowledged that. the 
passes of Isaiah yi. 9 10, which is obviously the basis of our 
fark, has been taken in quite the opposite of its original 
meaning, for the Hebrew runs as follows : 

“Go and tell this people: Ye shall hear, but understand not ; 
ye shull sce, but 1 not. Muke the hearts of this people 
insensitive, harden their cary and blind their eyes, xo that they see 
not with their eyes nor hear with their ears, ‘so thut their heurts 
may not understand nor be heuled anew." 

The Septuagint couches the message in somewhat milder 
terms, but docs not alter the gencral sense. On the other 
hand, the whole of the Marcan sage, Which hey with the 
parable of the Sower (Mark iv. 3 %), clearly implies that the 
listeners, including the disciples, have not understood the 
meaning of Jesus. Hence it is to be inferred that the first 
words of the Master, when the disciples ask him for un ex- 
planation, are intended to demonstrate and to justify the 
difference between them, who should have understood, because 
the Mystery of the Kingdom has been imparted to them, and 
those without, who are incapable of undcrstanding the Truth. 
“ They ” will be saved, and “those without ” will not. But 
why do these unfortunate people not understand % The passage 
of Isaiah replies explicitly : because it is the will of God. By 
this fact, the alteration in the mcaning of fa suggested by 
Pernot is rendered improbable, and is in danger of making 


1 LEKKI, 00 7. 
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the passage even more unintelligible than it already is. It is 
not, moreover, only modern criticism which has accepted and 
upheld the alleged misconstruction; the redactor of John 
showed himself equally obtuse when he wrote (John xii. 89), 
after speaking of the scepticism of the Jews : 
“They could not believe because Isaiah said again: He hath 
blinded their eyes and hardened their heart, lest they should see 
with their eyes and understand with their heart, and be converted 
and I should heal them,” 
For these reasons, we adhere to the generally accepted meaning.! 
In any case, the translation of fa by “ because ” would make 
no essential difference in the meaning of the Johannine passage. 

The explanation of the strange passage is to be sought, 
not in a verbal detail, but in the interests of the redactor. 
The Evangelist was actuated by the desire to mitigate the 
great affront—the unbelicf of the Jews. What he knew of 
their behaviour towards Jesus, and later, towards his followers, 
made him naturally disposed to think—that is, it was the 
common opinion amongst the brethren of his circle—-that the 
Jews were not worthy to belicve. They came with evil in their 
hearts to listen to the teaching of the Lord, and he, reading 
their minds, chose not to be silent but to speak so that they 
did not understand. Further, Mark had another object, indi- 
cated by the peculiar expression “ the mystery of the Kingdom 
of God” (té pworrpior tijg facideiag tod Oe0d) which occurs 
in the Gospels only in this one place. It was tu attribute to 
the idca of the coming Kingdom, 4 very simple conception to 
the Jews, the character of u specific gnosis, ® revelation only 
accessible to the initiated,? in short, of an obviously Pauline 
doctrine. A parable like that of the Sower secmed actually 
much more adapted to cloak the Pauline mystery than to 
reveal anything. In all probability the verses under discus- 
sion (Mark iv. 10-12) are no more to be assigned to Jesus than 
the absurd theory of the intentional obscurity of the parables. 
They are both nothing more than explanations concocted by the 
generation of Christians from which the Apostolic tradition arose. 

To conclude, the teaching of Jesus belongs in general to a 
type common in his environment, and displays methods well 
known to his contemporaries. It is simple, homely, spon- 
tancous, sporadic and unorganized, consisting entirely of the 
emphatic repetition of a few ideas. 








' XCVI, 47; CVE, i, 103; C. 1. Turner, Mark, in XLVI, 64 

+ In the later portions of the Septuagint, the word pvcrjgor has 
apparently come to designate an esoteric Mystery doctrine. Cf. Dan. ii. 
275 i 445 Wisd. ii, 22, 


CHAPTER iil 
JESUS’ CLAIM TO AUTHORITY 
I 
THe ProBlem 


HERE is still a difficult problem to which we must devote 

a little time before attempting to analyse the teaching of 
Jesus. By virtue of what authority did he claim to teach ? 
What was his idea of his mission and his status? Between 
him and us, as we know, the first gencrations of Christians inter- 
vene, and the answer to this question can only come from 
them. But it is to be feared that they can tell us no morc 
than what they themselves believed, and that much care and 
patience will be required to disecrn, behind the account pro- 
duced by their faith, even a few suggestions as to the true 
facts, 

A first impartial glance through the Synoptics gives the 
impression that Jesus was a belated scion of the Prophets of 
Israel, a man filled with the Spirit of Jahwch, who came to 
proclaim the imminent fulfilment of the ancient Promises, and 
to teach the means by which each might enjoy the blessings 
of this event. It is as a prophet that those who sce and hear 
Jesus seem to regard him: ‘“ Who is this ?"’ ask those who 
witness the triumphal entry into Jerusalem, in Matthew xxi. 10. 
“ And the multitude said : This is Jesus the prophet, of Nazarcth 
in Galilee.” Doubtless because it is a long time since any 
prophet has appeared, the people wonder if he may not be 
one of the ancient stalwarts, Elias or Jercmiah for instance, 
sent down again to earth by Jahweh (Mark vi. 15; viii. 28; 
Matt. xvi.14). According to Mark vi. 4, he himself, at Nazareth, 
refers to himself as a “ prophet,”? and Luke xiii. 88-4 conveys 
the same impression, which is borne out by various other 
passages (vii. 16; vii. 89; xxiv. 19), when he makes him say 
that a prophet cannot perish outside Jerusalem. 

Jesus might, however, have assumed the aspect of a prophet 
in certain connexions, and in others have manifested himself 
in a different and much more glorious light. Several passages, 

a 237 8 
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indeed, appear to imply that he regarded himself as more than 
the Prophets. His manner of spcaking, and his demands, 
sometimes sound strangely out of place on the lips of a simple 
nabi.? We necd cite only Mark viii. 84: ‘“ Whosoever will 
come after me, let him deny himsclf and take up his cross and 
follow me.” He proclaims the Kingdom as if by virtue of a 
personal revelation, which he does not explain, at least not in 
the Synoptics, and the suggestion is natural that this revelation 
may be involved in the Nazarene’s very being, as an element 
of the special endowment bestowed upon him by God. This, 
at any rate, is what John x. 29 asserts when he makes him say : 
“What my Father has given me is greater than all.” * The 
Synoptics also hold the same view; in the coming Kingdom 
he will occupy the central place ; he is already potentially the 
Messiah, and he will be so in fact. This is the meaning of the 
mysterious title which is given to him, “Son of Man.” On 
the strength of our texts we may go even a stcp further: Jesus 
believed that between himself and God the Father there was 
8 special relationship, which was expressed in phrases like 
“my Father" and “the Son of God.” We know at least 
what orthodox theology has evolved from this suggestion, 
which gave birth to the doctrine of the divinity of Jesus Christ, 
But we must always remember that between what the Evan- 
agclists make Jesus say, and what he actually said or thought 
himself, we have the irresistible influcnee of the desire to exalt 
the Lord, and to place his authority beyond question ; and 
from that time onwards the tendency of the Christian faith 
to deify him dominated the tradition. 

A “ prophet,’ the “ Messiah,” the “Son of God," which 
of these three terms corresponds to Jesus’ own conception of 
himself? On the answer to this question depends the correct 
idea of the scope which he intended his teaching to have, and 
the authority he attached to it. The allied question of what 
the Nazarene really was, of course, docs not concern us at this 
point, 

We shall not revert to the first of the three appellations, 
because we have already shown that it represents at least one 
aspect of Jesus; and we shall take the two others in inverse 
order, because the Galilean prophet might easily have believed 

‘For example, Luke xi. 82: xai idod xdeiov "Iwvd dde, and behold 
@ greater than Jonah is here. 

*CLXV, 4. 

*One may recall John x. 80: “J and the Father are one"; xii. 
49-50; xiv. 0: “ He that hath seen me Aath seen the Father”; xvi. 15: 
“All things that the Father has are mine”; xvi. 28: “I came forth 
from the Father; ete. 
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himself to be the Messiah expected by Israel without regarding 
himself as the Son of God of Christian theology. 


ul 
Tue Son or Gop 


In the Synopties the expression “* Son of God "' (vids Seod or 
vidg tod Geod)+ is applied to Jesus twenty-seven times, and 
the word “ Son,” in what may be taken as an equivalent sense, 
ninc times. Mark alone gives the former seven times and the 
latter once. Hence there is, at any rate, no doubt of what 
the editors intended to convey. For them Jesus was definitely 
the Son of God, and it is to be noted that even in Mark the 
expression is conspicuous in al} the most important events of 
the narrative; the Baptism (i. 11), the Temptation in the 
wilderness (Matt. iv. 8), the Transfiguration (Mark ix. 7), the 
interrogation by the High Priest (xiv. 61), the declaration of 
the centurion which follows the execution (xv. 89): “ Truly 
this man was the Son of God "”—not to mention the confessions 
of the devils whom he cast out (iii. 11; v. 7), which are also 
very important from the point of view of the Evangelist. It 
was quite correctly, therefore, that some unknown scribe headed 
our Mark: “The Gospel of Jesus Christ the Son of God.” 
It is evident that Mark, at least, regards the expression as a 
specific designation of the Messiah, whatever may be his con- 
ception of the exact meaning of the phrase, that is to say, the 
actual form of the relationship which it implies between God 
and Jesus. It is, however, also to be noted that in @ the 
expression occurs only once, in a famous logion which at first 
sight seems to be a Johannine fragment: “ All things are 
delivered unto me of my Father, and no man knoweth the 
Father save the Son ’' (Matt. xi. 27; Luke x. 22). In the rest 
of the New Testament the appellation is very common. John 
uses it ten times, Paul, sixteen, the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
ten. It is, however, not found in the Pastoral Epistles, James, 
Jude, and 1 and 2 Peter. For the present we are merely 
enumerating without inquiring whether the same words actually 
mean the same thing in every case in which they are used.* 
The conservatives lay particular stress on the number of these 


1 For a discussion of this expression see J. Weiss in XL, i, 76 ff. 
—in a sort of excursus on Mark x. For the use of the idea and title 
Son of God, Sons of the Gods, in antiquity, ¢f. KCVIM, i. 

‘For the necessary distinctions, cf. XLIV 112, and CXCII, 67. 
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attestations, and naturally see in it “ the evidence of the primi- 
tive tradition with regard to the person of Jesus,"’ based upon 
Jesus’ own words and the impression produced by his person- 
ality... They regard it as certain “even on the testimony of 
the Synoptics alone, that Our Lord claimed actual divine 
sonship in the metaphysical sense of the term, and consequently, 
@ nature superior to that of created beings, and that he took 
the expression Son of God in its strictest and most exalted 
significance.” * The title in question expresses “a relation 
with the Godhead so intimate that no mere man could lay claim 
to it without blasphemy.” It comprises a definite, if not 
perfectly lucid, explanation of the mystery of the Trinity, for 
it defines the second person of it. The orthodox cannot well 
hold any other opinion, but their statements cannot be accepted 
without further examination. 

The first question to be asked is whether the expression 
was intelligible to the hearers of Jesus, for the mere utterance 
of a hitherto unsuspected truth is not sufficient to reveal it. 
It must be given in words which can be understood by those 
who arc to be enlightened. Now Israel knew and used that 
august title. In principle ali Jews were sons of Jahweh, and 
it was this which distinguished them from the rest of mankind,* 
but the name was especially applied, as it was throughout the 
ancient Kast, to outstanding personages, the mouthpieces of 
God, and above all, to kings.5 It has even been held that the 
verse of Psalm ii. which according to Codex D plays a part in 
the Baptism of Jesus: ‘“ Thou art my beloved son; this day 
have I legotten thee,”’ was a part of the liturgy of the coro- 
nation rite of the Hasmoncan kings.* During the post-exilic 
period, the pious man was especially regarded as the son of 
God.’ In all these cascs, it is clear that there is no idea of 
expressing anything more than a closer moral and religious 
connexion with the Creator than is enjoyed by ordinary human 
beings, There could be no question, even remotcly, of any real 
sonship, for to a Jew that would have been the most prepos- 
terous absurdity and the grossest blasphemy. To sum up, at 


1OXC, 211 7. "Y, i, 580 7. * CCLXXVI, i, 240 77. 

“OXLL, 268. CY. especially’ Ps. ixxxviii, 26; Marie pov el ody and 
2 Sam. vii, 14; ey foopar adt® dc raréga xal ards Eaves yor els vidy 
—1 will be his father, and he shall be my son.” It is Jahweh who 
says this to David, promising him in the future a glorious scion of 
his house. “Ye are the children of the Lord your God,” says Deut. 
xiv. 1. Cf. Isa. i, 25 xlv. 11; txii 8; Jer, iii, 22; Hos, ii, 1; ete. 

‘EB, Son of God, §§ 1-5, mhich given the Passages 

“Duhm, Die Psalmen. ‘Tubingen, 1899, 8 

7 OXIV, 6; CLX, 123. 
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the time immediately preceding the Christian era, a ‘“‘son of 
God,” in the estimation of the Jews, belonged to one of the 
two types who by their cssentia] nature enjoyed a unique 
relationship with God—the Righteous Man and the Prince. 

But the question arises whether he who was pre-eminently 
the Righteous Man and the Prince, the one whose coming Isract 
so ardently desired and awaited with such high hopes, was 
commonly designated as the Son of God so that anyone hear- 
ing the expression would unhesitatingly understand it to mean 
the Messiah. By dint of straining the texts this question has 
sometimes been answered in the aflirmative,! but without 
carrying conviction to anyone who was not already persuaded.* 
We must not forget that the Messiah expected by the Jews 
was to be a man (dv@gwz03 2 drfodzwr, as the Rabbi Tryphon 
says to Justin).? It now seems delinitely established that there 
is not a single passage in Jewish literature giving the Messiah 
the title of the Son of God,‘ which can with certainty be regarded 
as pre-Christian. 

Moreover, even if, by any chance, the belicf that the Messiah 
had a place reserved for him in heaven, close to God "—and 
we do not know that this was widespread—had influenced a 
few Jews to call him the Son of God, the expression would 
never have been to them any more than a metaphor, a manner 
of speaking. For all orthodox forms of Christianity, however, 
Jesus is the Son of God in no metaphorical or figurative sense. 
This title has much more religious significance than that of 
Messiah, in that it contains an assertion regarding not mercly 
the mission of Jesus, but his nature.“ This is precisely the 
point. Taken in the orthodox sense of our theologians, the 
expression, we repeat, would have seemed to any Jew the most 
horrible blasphemy. 

We are told, however, that the texts prove that Jesus used 











1 Vigouroux, Manuel Biblique, 10. Paris, 1897; ii, 870, Cf. 
CLVEL, ii, 41 9. 

1 EB, Sun of God, §6. Of the two mast difficult passages one 
(Enoch ev, 2: “ Because I and my son will be with you always on the 
paths of truth”) Ieeertainly an interpolation, according to the most 
authorities (Drummond, ( 
© For my son Christ . 
xiii. 82, 87, 52; xiv. 
found in Chri 

* Dial., 49. 

« LEXVD, i, 219; CXCTIL, 66. Pere Lebreton gives up the struggle 
and agrees that the title of Son of God applied to the Messiah is not 
Jewish (CCLXXVI, 121). Lagrange (CL, 57) thinks that it is not at 
any rate a current equivalent. 

* COCK, 216 7. * CLEY, 58. 
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it to designate himself. That is, to designate himself specifi- 
cally, for obviously, if he regarded all men as sons of God, 
the expression loses its significance. We must remember that 
he spoke, not Greek, but Aramaic, and that where our Evan- 
gelists write 6 xanjo yov, my Father, or the vocative, natég 
pov, O Father, or O my Father, he said at most abba, the father 
or father. Consequently, the distinction which is made, for 
instance, in Luke xxii. 29: “And I appoint unto you the 
Kingdom, as my father hath appointed it unto me,” and which 
is so triumphantly ome hy the orthodox,’ becomes non- 
existent, since the “my " disappears. 

The real question, Towecer, is whether the expression ‘the 
Son of God” was applied to Jesus cither by himself or by 
others. But since it was not commonly used to designate a 
man of God—as hadji is in Moslem countries—nobody would 
have given him the title if he had not himself quite definitely 
set the example. Disregarding the interminable controversies 
to which the question has given risc,? Iet us interrogate the 
texts. 

Two passages and no more,? one in Mark, the other in the 
dogia, put the words into the mouth of Jesus in reference to 
himsclf, and this infrequency is of itself suspicious. We read 
in Mark xiii. 32 (of. Matt. xxiv. 26): 

“ But of that day [the day of the appearance of the Kingdom) 
knoweth no man {anything}, not the angels in heaven, nor the 

Son, but only the Father.” 


And in Matthew xi. 27, which is duplicated by Luke x. 22; 


"All things ure delivered unto me of my Father, and no man 
knoweth the Son but the Father, neither knoweth any man the 
Father, suve the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal 
him." 








It is hardly necessary to point out that these two passages 
are fundamentally inconsistent with each other, and that the 


} COLEXVHL, 242 77. 
1 For various views sce: N. Schmidt in EB, Son of God, §22: 
OxC, 2149.; Bis ii, 385 XLIV, 1199; ‘LXVI, 59; OXLI, 
270; CI, i, 2. CLXV, 30 9.; LEVI, 187 ff; CXxXxXIL, ch. viii. 
TuMtte retianes is to be placed on Mark xiv. 81 (* Again the High 
Priest asked him and said unto him, art thou the Christ, the Son of the 
Blessed? And Jesus said, I am") for the following reasons: 1. It is 
found in an episode, the trial before the Sanhedrin, of which the authen- 
ticity is suspect ; 2. the wording of the passage docs not ring true: 
Son of the Blessed is not a current equivalent of Afessiah, and it seems 
unnecessary to put a blasphemy into the mouth of the High Priest ; 
3. The text itself is very uncertain : it is much less clear in Matt. xxvi. 
64 and Luke xxii. 70. 
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title of “the Son,” as it is found in both, with the significance 
which is apparently given to it, would be quite unintelligible 
to the Jews. It is hard to believe that Jesus proclaimed him- 
self to be the Son in this manner, when it could mean nothing 
to his hearers and implies a Christological development quite 
foreign to Urmarcus, a development, morcoyer, which is of 
Greek origin. With regard to the first passage, it does not 
seem likely that the saying was subsequently interpolated in 
a text which did not contain it, because that would have been 
the gratuitous creation of a difficulty at a time when it had 
become unthinkable that the Son had not “ known of that day.” 
We can understand that Q might have preserved a sentence 
containing Jesus’ confession of ignorance regarding the date 
of the Great Day, but it is di wit to think that he would 
have coupled this unique quality of sonship with such an 
avowal of ignorance. Henee we conclude that the original 
passage must have given another word, for which “ Son"? was 
Jater substituted. 

It is not surprising that the orthodox regard Mark xi. 27 
as conclusive.! Even those who realize that it is more akin 
to John and Paul* than to the Synoptic tradition, cannot 
bring themselves to reject the ascription of the words to Jesus.* 
On the other hand, it was long ago maintained that the whole 
passage was of Pauline inspiration. That is a probability 
which is incapable of strict proof, but it is clear that the activity 
implied by the words ; ‘all things are delivered unto me...” 
{zdvra yor napedd8n) and the divine communication (xanddoou) 
of the saving secret, which is referred to in the Hellenic writings 
concerning the Mysteries,’ present an undeniable appearance 
of relationship. The language, and even the order of the ideas, 
are alike, and give the impression of a gnostic formula, especially 
when we read the whole passage, beginning at verse 25:° “I 
thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because thou 
hast hid these things from the wise and prudent and hast 
revealed them unto babes,”’ and going on to verse 80; “* Come 
unto me, all ye that Iabour and are heavy laden, and I will 








‘CXC, 216. 
2 Jobn v. 17-25; xyii. 10; xvii. 26; 1 Cor. i, 19-81. 
* De Grandmaison, Etudes, 1907, CLXV, 8,n.1; COLXXVHO, 





470 f7.; CX, 166. Contra: 

© Pfleiderer, Das Urchristentum. Sei 
1902, 445 f7., 509 ff. 

* CCLEXXIX, 277-206; OCXLH, 62. 

‘ VI, 65, attempts, furthermore, to limit the application of the 
remark. The following passage from Luke x. 2 must also be taken 
into consideration, “ In that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit.” 
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give you rest... .’’ Nowhere else in the Synoptics do we 
find anything at all resembling this.* 

That Jesus believed that he had reccived from God a certain 
“ paradosis,”’ and that he proclaimed this belief, is quite possible, 
and critics who are in no way orthodox have maintained as 
much, by admitting the substantial authenticity of this passage.? 
But this is not what we are interested in at the moment. The 
whole question is whether Jesus meant to designate himsclf 
by the appellation “the Son of God.” 

The whole pericope of which our passage forms a part is 
called “the Prayer of Thanksgiving.” It is open to suspicion 
because, in those portions of the tradition which appear to be 
most. historical, Jesus does not preach about himself, as he docs 
here. The expression “ the Son,” as it appears in this passage, 
gives colour to a Christological idea which can belong only to 
the tradition, and not to Jesus. It implies the conception of 
“the immortal, or even the eternal, Christ.” * That orthodoxy 
should maintain that no one knew better than Jesus his essen- 
tial nature, or could proclaim it with greater authority, is quite 
natural, but the historical point of view is different. From 
that standpoint, even accepting the contents of the logion, and 
admitting that Jesus said something like that (which the present 
writer is far from dving), the actual expression, “ the Son,”’ is 
inadmissible, just as in the case of Mark xiii. 32.4 The very 
elearly marked rhythm of the whole of the “ Prayer of Thanks- 
giving > gives it the appearance of a picce of liturgy, and 
definitely relates it with the formulas of the Eastern religions * 
and the current practices of Greek rhetoric. Further, the 
fundamental ideas and the characteristic expressions have every 
appearance of having come from the Wisdom of Jesus the son 
of Sirach. We can pick out no less than cight verses of Sirach 
which the redactor of the six verses of Matthew seems to have 
had in mind.’ He speaks of Jesus in the same way as Sirach 
speaks of Wisdom. Ile was probably influenced by neither 

1 P. Schmiedel correctly calls his study of the passage (Profeat. 
Monatshefte, 1900, 1 ff.) Die “ johanneische” Stelle bei Mt. und Le. 
und das Messiasbewusstecin Jesu.” 

41. P. Schmicdel, Harnack, L-a, i, 846 J. 

* CHI, i, 000. « LEXVM, i, 159. *L-a, i, 350. 

* XIV, 99, which compares the passage with the remark of Ea to 
Marduk : “* My son, what I know, thou also knowest.” 

’ Sir. 51, 1, which indicates the beginning of the prayer—also a 
prayer of thanksgiving—of Jesus eon of Sfrack. Cf. Matt. xi. 28a 
and Sir., 51, 23; Matt. xi. 28) and Sir., 24,19; Matt. xi. 29a and 
Sis., 6,24; Matt, xi, 206 and Sir., 6,28; Mutt. xi. 80 and Sir., 6, 29; 
other Old Testament passages have also crossed the Evangelist’s mind, 
e.g. Isa. lv. 1-3; Zech. ix. 9; Jer. vi. 16, etc, 
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Paul nor John, but he coincided with about the same stage in 
the development of Christology as they did. The Prayer of 
Thanksgiving is therefore spurious, and the logion with which 
we have been dealing is the work of a Christian prophet living 
in a Hellenic community, and certainly unfamiliar with the 
apostolic world. There is no question of fraud. As we have 
already said, in the very carly Church the Christians often 
adopted, in entire good faith, the contributions made by the 
inspired to the treasure of the direct tradition. The one in 
question was in harmony with the Christological development, 
and could not fail to be welcomed by it. 

Jesus, then, did not describe himself as “ the Son,’’ and it 
is even more improbable that those around him designated him 
thus. Such a strange idea would have been beyond them, 
Moreover, 8 careful study of the various passages in which the 
expression appears, expecially in Mark, where it is so frequent, 
will easily convince us that it is not primitive, and that the 
passages themselves do not come from the carliest stage of the 
tradition! We may mention especially the incidents of the 
Baptism and the Transfiguration, and the confessions of the 
devils. All this kind of fantasy, in which the voice of heaven 
is heard alternating with that of hell, brings undcr suspicion 
everything connected with it. Sometimes the interpolation of 
the phrase is evident, as, for example, in the confession of 
Peter, where Mark viii. 29 makes the Apostle say: “ Thou 
art the Christ ” (2 ef 6 Xorore;), and Matthew xvi. 16 adds: 
“the son of the living God” (6 vide tot Oeod tot fdvtoc). 
We may echo the remark of Batiffol,? that none of these testi- 
monies to the Sonship of Jesus are derived from the teaching 
of Jesus. 

Those who said that Jesus was the Son of God could not 
have arrived at that belicf except in a Greck atmosphere. It 
was in Greek that they said it, and under the influence of 
Feligious views quite different from the Messianic conceptions 
of the Jews. We shall not go into the question of how the 
Greeks came to call Jesus the Son of God, that is to say, how, 
by combining their very elastic conception of the word “ god" 
(8ed¢) * with the Jewish idea of monothcism, they found a 
means of at once fitting their image of Jesus into the frame- 
work of their own habits of mind, and escaping the narrow 
nationalism of the Jewish idea of the Messiah; nor how, 
extracting from the expression, “the Son of God," a new 

1 CKCIIL, 66; CII, 243, n.1. * GXC, 215. 

+ For the elasticity of this term ef. CCLXIM, i, 188, which gives many 
examples. 


266 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


description of the Lord that was more adapted to their own 
aspirations, they converted the word “ Christos’ into a proper 
name, and said “ Jesus Christ’ as they said “ Julius Corsar.” 
We are not concerned here with the problem of the Christo- 
logical development. What we arc interested in is how these 
Gentile converts could have obtained the idea that Jesus called 
himself the Son of God, and how they could have come to 
believe that this conviction was justified by the Apostolic 
tradition. It is not inconceivable that a view of faith pre- 
valent, we may suppose, at the end of the first century, should 
have projected itself back to a time fifty ycars carlier, but the 
process must have been facilitated in some way. 

It was favoured, in the first place, by the very strong sense 
of the paternity of God which Jesus had with regard to all 
men, but especially in his own case, because he felt himself 
entirely permeated by the Spirit of God, and guided by His 
will. This idea could without much difficulty be transferred 
from its original realm of discourse to some other. In the 
second place, it was assisted by a phrase which Jesus used, 
and which was used by those around him, to express this 
intimate relation between him and God, namely, and without 
any doubt, zuic ref Oeod, the “ ehild” or “ servant’ of God. 
This expression is used in the Septuagint to designate those 








who are espceiatly devoted to fulfilling the will of Jahweh.* 
In this son: xften applied to Israel as a whole (Isa. xi. 
8;* xiii, 19 iv. 1; ete.), to Moses (Neh. i. 7 ff: tO 





Mavejj aud aov), to the Prophets (Baruch ii. 20) and to David 
(Px. xvii. 1}. In all these different passages, the Greek word 
pais (xuic) used to translate the Hebrew ebed, meaning 
servant, which is sometimes also rendered by synonyms of pats 
in the sense of servant, such as therapon (Oéganwv) or doulos 
{dod0¢). The former of these (Num. xii. 7; Joshua i. 2) has 
the connotation of attendant, the latter (Ps. civ. 6), that of slave. 
The word zais, like the Latin word puer, is accordingly to be 
understood, when it represents cbed, in the sense of servant.* 
nals tod Oevt, ebed Jahweh, is analogous to the Greek pro} 
name ‘Epjddovdos, slave of Hermes, and the Arabic “Abd All, 
servant. of Allah. 

Such an expression, so consecrated by custom and by the 

1 Ps, Ixviii. 18 (Ps. Ixix. 17, A.V.), “ Hide not thy face from thy 
servant" (or “from thy child": ad rod naiddg cov); Wisd. ii, 18: 
+. xai nada xvgiou éavtéx ovopdze. 
he text quoted by Luke i. 54 in the Afagnificat: dyteddfero 
“Jogai), naidds avrdi . 

* CY. Gen. ix. 25; 
ete, 











i. 16; Exod. xii. 80; xiii. 8; 2 Sam. ii, 12; 
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Scriptures as the designation of a Man of God, could hardly, 
it seems, have failed to be applicd to Jesus. But on investiga- 
tion we discover : (1) that xui: tot Oeob occurs in the Gospels 
only once, in Matthew xii. 18: id00 6 zal;, “behold my 
servant,” which is a quotation from Isaiah xlii. 1, and intro- 
duced as such by the preceding verse: “That it might be 
fulfilled which was spoken by Isaiah the prophet"; (2) that 
on the other hand, vids rod Seot, Son of God, appears only 
once in Acts (ix. 20), and is there given as a characteristic 
teaching of Paul: “and he preached in the synagogues that 
Jesus was the Son of God." It looks, therefore, as if the two 
expressions did not both occur in the same énvironment, as 
if the one was used where the othcr was not. It is hardly 
to be doubted, for instance, that Acts says zaig where Paul 
would say vids, as in iii, 13:? “The God of Abraham and 
the God of Isaae and the God of Jacob, the God of our 
fathers hath glorified his servant Jesus’? (tér aaida dvtod 
"Inootr) ; iv. 27: * There were gathered together in that city 
against thy holy servant Jesus” (éxi tév Api aaidi cov 
*Inootr); iv. 80: ‘* By the name of thy holy servant (rod 
dyiov xaidds cov) Jesus.” 

It is perhaps even more illuminating to discover? that the 
expression 2aig tod Qeod is preserved in the early liturgical 
writings. We read, for example, in the Jidache ix. 2; " We 
give thanks unto thee, O our Father, for the holy vine of thy 
servant David which thou hast made known to us by thy 
servant Jesus" (tod sratdd¢ gov). The same title is thus applied 
both to David and to Jesus. In x. 2: “ We give thanks unto 
thee . . . for the knowledge, the faith and the immortality 
which thou hast revealed to us by thy servant Jesus”? (dd 
*Invob tod maids cov). 

The expression is found again in a passage of 1 Clem, lix. 
2 ff. which is supposed to reproduce a formal prayer of the 
Roman community, and Epiphanius, at the end of the fourth 
century, asserts (Her. xxix. 7) that the Ebionites also made 
use of it (xatdyyedova: tov éatrou xaida ‘Iycotv-—" they pro- 
claim his servant Jesus’), so that it was probably an old 
liturgical phrase of that sect. There can be no doubt that 
the two expressions were cquivalent, that xi; tod Qeoid, 
servant of God, was the earlicr, and that it was a Judeo- 
Christian form, that is to say, one that was used in the com- 
Tunities which sprang from Judaism. It probably already 
had, in them, a sense that went beyond that of ‘ servant,”’ for 
instance, it may have had that of “ the servant par excellence,” 

1 Built up from Isa, lii, 18; lili. 11, etc. * CXCUI, 68. 
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the Christ. The phrase “‘ Son of God” undoubtedly represents 
a more advanced stage in the development, but it is stil! derived 
from the old expression. In the beginning the transition from 
one to the other was facilitated by the double meaning of nais, 
“child” and “ servant,” which would enable vids, “son,” to 
he very easily substituted for it. We can readily imagine that 
the original expression, which may be supposed to have been 
applied to Jesus during his lifetime in accordance with ordinary 
custom, was retained by the Judwo-Christians, and acquired 
a certain clasticity in their hands, which enabled it finally to 
be stretched to cover the carliest Christological conceptions. 
Amongst the Gentile converts, where it was less clearly under- 
stood, it must have soon come to seem less precise and intel- 
ligible than the other, which was, nevertheless, only a misinter- 
pretation of it. But it was a very suggestive misinterpretation, 
and by this fact its success was immediately assured. 












iI 
Tue Messian 


We feel justified in concluding, therefore, that Jesus did 
not call himself the Son of God, and was not given that title 
during his lifetime. The problem of his ‘ Messianie conscious- 
ness,”’ that. is to say, the question whether he believed himself 
to be the Messiah, and gave himsclf out as such, is a more 
difficult one. If he did, it is this { which is also embodied 
in the two expressions we have just been comparing. From 
an objective point of view, so to speak, our present problem 
resolves itself into the question whether Jesus assumed or 
accepted the titles of Son of David and Son of Man, which are 
commonly regarded as having significd the Messiah. 

(1) The Jews in general believed that the Messiah would 
be descended from David, to whom God was supposed to have 
promised cternal kingship: ‘‘ And thine house and thy king- 
dom shall be established for ever before thee,” it was written 
in 2 Samuel vii. 16; and Isaiah xi. 1 had prophesied: ‘ There 
shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse” (Jesse, the 
father of David), and had explicitly designated this scion as 
the Messiah (xi. 12 ff.). Consequently the rabbis were in the 
habit of saying, “the son of David cometh,” for “ the Messiah 
cometh.”’ Hence, no title could more clearly and directly 
express the claim of the person who assumed it.* 


1 XXIX, ii, 527. + La, i, 104ff,, 810. 
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At the outset two facts stand out: not a single passage 
of our Gospels puts this title in the mouth of Jesus, and it 
was neither bestowed upon him by his disciples nor contested 
by his adversaries. In fact, it appears only once in the logia 
and only once in Mark x. 47, where the blind man of Jericho 
exclaims; ‘Jesus, son of David, have merey upon me!” 
There is no means of verifying this solitary passage, and it 
might easily have been altered by a redactor on the essential 
point. It is quite conccivable that Mark wanted to convey, 
by putting this exclamation in the mouth of a poor blind man 
who did not know Jesus, that the blind man could discern 
immediately, by divine instinct, him whom the supposedly 
perspicacious Jews would not recognize. 

It is important to note that, in the Marcan account. of the 
entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (xi. 10), it is “the coming king- 
dom of our father David ” (épzouérn faodeta tot xarpdg jaw 
avis), and not the “Son of David,’ which is spoken of, 
On the other hand, it is hardly less significant that the 

rallel account of Matthew introduces (xxi. 9) the words; 
* Hosanna to the Son of David!’’ Luke xix. 88, without 
actually naming David, adds to his quotation from Psalm exviii. 
26 which Mark has in mind, the idea suggested by the name of 
the ancient king: “ Blessed be he that cometh [as] king in 
the name of the Lord.”’ Such additions to the source are very 
significant. It is obvious that Matthew is fond of this title 
“Son of David,” and parades it wherever he thinks there is 
good opportunity (xii. 28; xv. 22; xx. 80), but none of the 
passages in which it is introduced can be taken as warrant for 
it. All of them simply represent the desire of the redactor to 
toultiply instances of the spontancous testimony of the ignorant 
and afflicted, as against the blindness of the Jews, 

We may go further still, and assert that Jesus, far from 
assuming the status and title of Son of David, definitely re- 
pudiated them. We read in Mark xii. 85-7: 

“ And beginning to speak, Jesus said, teaching in the ‘Temple : 
“Why do the Scribes say that Christ will be the son of David ? 
David himself said by the Holy Ghost: The Lord said to my 
Lord {that ia to say, God said to the Messiah]: “Sit thou on my 
right hand till I make thine enemics thy foutstool.” David therefore 
himself calleth him Lord, and whence is be then his son?’” 


The first interpretation of this passage which occurs to the 

reader is as follows: Jesus believes himself to be the Messiah, 

but he knows that he is not of Davidie deseent, and he is pro- 

testing against the assertion of the scribes, which is prejudicial 
1 Pp. ex (cix. in the Septuagint). 
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to his claim. The traditionalists of all shades of opinion, who 
are unwilling to give up the Davidie descent of Christ, get out 
of the difficulty as best they can by maintaining that Jesus 
was perfectly aware that he was of the stock of David, but he 
wished to minimize this qualification, which was too closely 
bound up with the nationalistic idea of the Messiah, and stimu- 
lated hopes which he did not want to encourage. The remark 
attributed to him by Mark amounts to saying: there is some- 
thing here greater than David.* 

Whether or not we accept this explanation—which, how- 
ever, in the opinion of the writer is inadmissible—the inter- 
pretation of the passage is secondary to the question of its 
authenticity, which is no easy one to settle. To all appearances 
we are probably here confronted by a projection of a very much 
later dispute into the life of Jesus, and the declaration attri- 
buted to the Master represents only the orthodox retort to the 
inevitable objection of the Jews: Your Jesus cannot be the 
Messiah because he is not a son of David, It must, certainly, 
have been a very carly answer, and one confined to the first 
group of disciples, because beyond that circle it very soon 
became apparent that it was much simpler to believe and main- 
tain that, since Jesus was the Messiah, he was necessarily 
descended from David (ef. the genealogies of Matt. and Luke, 
and Rom, i. 3). To be sure, what we have just said indicates 
only a possibility, not a certainty, but it is sufficient to make 
it impossible to base any conclusion regarding the Messiahship 
of Jesus on this supposed title of Son of David. 

(2) The appellation “Son of Man” brings us face to face 
with the most involved and complicated of all the problems 
offered by the New Tcstament.* The origin, the history, the 
significance of the term, are all questions of the greatest diffi- 
culty, The multitude of theories which have been put forward 
in the attempt to answer them, warns us at the outset that 
the indefiniteness of our documents offers limitless scope for 
ingenious guesswork and daring hypothesis. It is the part of 
wisdom, however, to dispense, as far as possible, with both. 

In its Hellenic form (6 viéc rod arfgdnav), which was com- 
pletely unintelligible to the Greeks in general, the expression 
has the appearance of a kind of password of a circle of initiates. 
It is a translation of the Hebrew ben-adam, which in Hebraic 
literature is usually a synonym for “ man,” and rarely employed 


? OKC, 201 9.; CLXV, 27, n. 6; Ira, i, 310f. 

*I-o, i, 813 f.; LEVIL', 1899. (2nd edition, 171 f.). De Grand- 
maison, Jesus, i, 817, n. 1, which gives the bibliography ; LXVITL, 55 97; 
N. Schmidt, Son ef Man, EB; GXCIL, 6f.; COXCIL, 317. 
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except poetically.1 It is a translation also of ben-enosh (Ps. 
exliv. 8), and the Aramaic ber-nasha, which also means “a 
man,” and has common equivalents in the various Aramaic 
dialects." By its emphasis on the humanity of the person to 
whom it is applied, it is directly opposed to the expressions 
ben elohim, bar ilaha, meaning “ son of God” {vid; tod Ge0d),4 

This Semitic expression should actually, it scems, be ren- 
dered in Greek simply by the word GrOgwzo¢, “‘man.” But 
we must inquire whether it had nat acquired, in Israe}, a more 
complex meaning. It is found ninety times in Ezekiel, where 
it is Jahweh himself who thus addresses the prophet, and it 
is the general opinion that this repeated ben-adam is intended 
by the Scriptural writer to have a deeper significance than that 
of “man,” that it in some way expresses the peculiar status 
or character of the prophet. It is as if the writer wished to 
show Ezckiel as, in God’s eyes, a kind of representative of the 
human race, as Man; as if he were imbued with a mingled 
feeling of humility in view of the human origin of the prophet, 
and of exaltation, occasioncd by Jahweh's choice of him as 
his interpreter. 

The repetition of the expression secms to be simply a feature 
of the author's style. It is merely a case, then, of a kind of 
extension of the usual sense of ben-adam. 

Daniel viii. 174 certainly gives us a similar impression, 
There the angel Gabriel, who is about to explain a vision to 
the prophet, says to him: “ Understand, O son of Man!” 
But in Daniel vii. 18-14, in the section written in Aramaic, 
“Son of Man" has a different cffect from that which char- 
acterizes it in the usage of Ezckiel, The following is a trans- 
lation of the passage : * 








“ T saw in the night a vision, and behold, one like a son of Man 
came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of days, 
and they brought him before him. And there was given hin power 
and glory and a kingdom ; and all the people, nations, and tongues 
serve him, and his dominion is an everlusting dominion.” 


This is the reading followed by the Latin Vulgate and Theo- 





1Num, xxiii 19; Isa. 1. 22; Ivi. 
Ps, viii. 5; Ixxx. 18; ete. 

* There is an extensive study of the linguistic question in N. Schmidt, 
Son of Man, §§ 1-5 and 36. 

i 883. 


3 Jer. xlix. 18 and 33; 1. 40; 


“A late work—probably of the time of Antiochus Epiphancs— 
part of which is edited (from ii. 45 to vii. 28) in Aramaic and not in 
Hebrew. Cf. Marti’s Introduction in COLEXIM, ii, 416. 

* XVI, 1175. 
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dotion,’ but that of the Septuagint is quite different, and gives 
the essential point as follows : 


“ And behold: on the clouds of heaven came one like @ son 
of Man, and he was there like an Ancient of days, and those who 
were with him surrounded him (wal of zageotmpdtes xapioay ara). 
And there was given him power, ete. 


This alteration in the real meaning, duc perhaps to a copyist’s 
crror,? is similar to that perpetrated by Lemaitre de Sacy in 
his translation—unfortunately, only too well known—of the 
passage from the Vulgate: “ . .. and I saw one like the Son 
of Man who came with the clouds of heaven.” The Septuagint 
suggests, and the French version makes it explicit, that the 
son of man in Daniel's vision is the Messiah, and consequently, 
that the expression designates “the One who is to come.” 

This interpretation was perpetuated by Enoch (xxxvii.— 
Ixxi.)and 4 Esdras, for it is very probable that both took their 
idea of the Son of Man from Daniel. It was adopted by the 
Synopties (Mark xiv. 62 and Matt. xxvi. 64), and finally became 
established in the Synagogue, mainly through the influence of 
Rabbi Akiba, the great theologian of the second century a.p., 
and Rabbi Joshua ben Levi. Many modern critics regard it 
4s correct,? but unfortunately for this view, it is not borne 
vut by any document that has real evidential value, that is to 
say, by any which is either prior to Danicl or exempt from all 
possibility of contamination by the Messianic interpretation of 
the Daniclic passage, and in the last analysis the opinion that 
at the time of Jesus Son of Afan was o current designation of 
the Messiah, has only the support of Daniel itself, which is 
very slender. This opinion was, to be sure, held at the time 
of the redaction of the Synoptics, but that docs not tell us how 
long it had been current, and in what circles. There is no 
help to be obtained from Enoch xxxvii—lxxi., because it is 
impossible to establish the date of that writing.“ 

If we consider the verses of Daniel and their context by 
themselves, the supposition that their author intended to refer 
to the Messiah seems very improbable. In all the rest of the 
book there is no further mention of the Messiah supposed to 

1 The translation of the Old Testament by Theodotion belongs to 
the second century .p. 

* CXCIL, 15, 1. 
eee particularly CLXKXIX, 169g. ; and N. Schmidt, Son of Man, 

* Baldensperger, for instance, considers this passage very old, while 
Bousset thinks it was influenced by Christianity. CY. Beer, Das Buch 
Henoch, Hinleitung. in OCLEXXH, ii. 252. 
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be indicated by them, and it is difficult to explain the intro- 
duction of such a personage if he was to play no further part 
in the author’s scheme. On the other hand, it is hard to sce 
why Daniel’s “ son of man ” should not mean simply “a man,"* 
as the expression does elsewhere ; why the passage should not 
merely signify an apparition in the form of a human being, 
and be properly translated: “ And I saw one in the likeness 
of a man who came, etc."’ Whoever the man referred to may 
be, there is nothing in the context to indicate that he is the 
Messiah. It has been suggested that he is a personification 
of the Chosen People, as opposed to the Gentiles; or an angel, 
or various other things,’ but that is immaterial here. We are 
concerned only to prove that the interpretation of the “son of 
man” of Daniel as the Messiah is crroneous, and that the Chris- 
tian equation of “Son of Man"’ and “ Messiah”’ has no other 
foundation than that error. This is today fairly generally 
acknowledged.* 

It remains to be explained how the interpretation which 
is attested by the Synoptics became established. Various 
theories have been advanced, for instance, that in certain 
Messianic circles of Palestine * the expression ‘Son of Man"’ 
might have been accepted as a synonym for the Messiah from 
the time of Daniel, and that the Christians adopted it because 
it was the one by which they least committed themselves to 
the ordinary Messianic ideas.‘ It may also be that the very 
mysteriousness of the expression caught the attention of the 
Gentile converts, the readers of the Septuagint. We shali not 
undertake to decide the question, contenting ourselves with 
having demonstrated that ‘‘ Son of Man’’ was not a regular 
appellation of the Messiah amongst the Jews at the beginning 
of the Christian era. 

The expression occurs sixty-nine times in the Synoptics, 
and after this impressive total has been carefully sifted, and 
the duplications weeded out, there remain about forty passa, 
in which the orthodox interpretation is indisputable, and Son 
of Man definitely means Messiah. John supplies about a dozen 
instances, but these need not detain us, because they add noth- 
ing to the evidence of the Synoptics. Outside the Gospels, Son 
of Man is found only once, in Acts vii. 56, where Stephen just 
before his martyrdom is supposed to say: ‘‘ Behold I see the 
heavens opened and the Son of Man standing on the right hand 
of God.” Neither Paul nor the General Epistles use the term, 
and it is a mistake to suppose that this is due merely to chance. 

Of. N, Schmidt, Son of Man, § 6; Bousset, CXCIM, 15. 

1L-«, i, 314, * CXCID, . * CLXV, fsa: 

a, 
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Moreover, the expression was not popular in early Christian 
literature, where it is met with only two or three times.’ 

Since the Evangelists always put it into the mouth of Jesus, 
and never into that of anyone speaking to him, it is obvious 
that they wished to give the impression that it was a peculiar 
characteristic of the speech of the Nazarene, and his favourite 
designation of himself? Their insistence on the point is not, 
however, of itsclf suflicient to prove it. If for the sake of 
argument we grant that Jesus habitually used the expression 
“Son of Man,” we are still ignorant of the significance he 
gave to it. This is a bitterly disputed point,* but we shall 
not cuter into the cuntroversy, in which each participant pro- 
duces passages und arguments in support of theories that are 
always controvertible and conclusions that are never certain. 
They ali err in assuming that the question of the use of the 
expression in Isracl in a Messianic sense before the time of 
Jesus, has been decided in the aflirmative, which, as we have 
becn attempting to prove, is the direct opposite of the truth. 
But it is inconecivable that Jesus should have employed, for 
the purpose of clearly characterizing and describing himself, 
a phrase which would not be perfectly comprehensible to every- 
body, which would not be accurately understood and defined, 
and which he himself would have any need to explain. 

When we read through all the Gospel passages in which 
the words “ Son of Man "’ appear, the impression is inescapable 
that they do not everywhere mean the samc thing, even though 
in all cases, in the judgment of the redactors, they enshrine 
the sublime Mystery of the Messiahship. Sometimes, however, 
they stand for nothing more than the word “ I,"' leaving aside, 
of course, the idea of himself that Jesus may have attached 
to the pronoun. A good example of this is afforded by a com- 
parison of Luke xii. 8 and Matthew x. 82.4 The first passage 
Tuns; “ Whosoever shall confess me before men, him shall the 
Son of Man also confess before the angels of God "” ; the second ; 
“Whosoever shall confess me before men, him will I confess 
before my Father.” The substance of the verse is found in 
Mark viii. 88, including the expression ‘‘ the Son of Man,” 
which Luke has retained and Matthew interpreted as ‘ I,"" 
Another example of the same kind is given in Matthew xvi. 









1 Justin, 1 Apol,, 51; Eusebius, H.E., 2, 28, 13. 

Lea, i, 314, 

"In addition to the article of N. Schmidt quoted above, § 80, sce 
also CLXXV, 66; CCXXI ; LXXVU, 101-7; CI, i, 243; Lea, i, 814; 
MIL, 308, and CXCI, 13, n. 3. 

Of. Mark viii, 81; ix. 12; x. 88. 
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18, where we read: ‘‘ Whom do men say the Son of Man is?" 
Mark viii. 27, however, which is evidently the source, reads : 
“ Whom do men say that Lam!" (riva pe Agyovoir of drOpwzot 
elvat), and Luke ix. 18 vouches for the Marcan version, writing : 
“Whom say the people (of dz4o:) that I am ? "* 

On the other hand, when we read in Mark viii. 88 the follow- 
ing statement: ‘‘ Whosoever therefore shall be ashamed of 
me and of my words in this adultcrous and sinful generation, 
of him also shall the Son of Man be ashamed when he cometh 
in the glory of his Father with the holy angels,” there can be 
no doubt that it is the pseudy-Daniclic Son of Man who is 
referred to, the Messiah in his capacity of Judge on the Great 
Day.! In other places, however, it scems plain that "son of 
man" means simply “ man,” in confurmity with Semitic usage. 
Take, for instance, Matthew xii. 31 ff. : 


“All manner of sin and blasphemy shall be forgiven unto men, 
but the blasphemy against the Spirit shall not be forgiven, And 
whosoever speaketh a word against the Son of Man it shall be for- 
given him ; but whosoever speaketh against the Huly Ghost it shall 
not be forgiven him, neither in this world nor in the world to come.” 














If we interpret Son of Man as the Messiah, or even if we assume 
that the expression refers speeilically to Jesus, the passage 
becomes incredible, and almost inconceivable. How could the 
Gospel writer have written such a thing about the Lord? It 
is certainly “ man "’ that is to be understood here. We cannot 
agree with Wellhausen,? in his contention that at bottom “ son. 
of man ”’ has everywhere this meaning, but it certainly must 
be taken in this sense in several passages of the Synoptics 
where the context leaves no doubt. 

A careful study of the texts will cnuble us to reach some 
suggestive conclusions, which we shall bricfly summuri 
(i) In a number of cases—seventeen in all—the expression is 
vouched for by only one Gospel. A comparison of the three, 
or even of two, where there are only two parallel passages, 
proves that the expression ‘Son of Man " did not come from 
the source. One example will sullicc : in Matthew xvi. 28 we 
read: “ Verily I say unto you there be some here which shall 
not taste of death till they see the Son of Man coming in his 
kingdom ” (év 77 factdeig abrod). The source of this, which 
is unquestionably Mark ix. 1, reads: “before they see the 
Kingdom of God come,” and this reading is confirmed by Luke 


1 Cf. Mark xiii. 26; xiv. 21; Matt. xiii. 87 and 41; xvi. 28; xix. 
"s COOXIV, vi, 1999; CCCI, 587; CXIV, 68. 
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ix. 27. Hence the editor of Matthew has supplied “Son of 
Man’ out of his own imagination. 

(2) This expression is repeated with particular emphasis in 
contexts which must cither be treated with suspicion or definitely 
rejected. Examples of these are to be found in Mark ix. 9 
and Matthew xvii. 9 at the end of the story of the Transfigura- 
tion, where we hear Jesus forbidding the witnesses of his glori- 
fication to speak about it : ‘“ Till the Son of Man be risen again 
from the dead.”” Again in Mark ix. 11-13 and Matthew xvii. 
10-18, two obscure passages referring to the coming of Elias 
and foretelling the Passion ; and in Mark x. 45 and Matthew 
xx. 28, which express an idea familiar to Paul (Gal. i. 4; 
ii. 20 and Rom. xv. 3; Phil. ii. 7-8) but decidedly foreign to 
Jesus, according to whom it was not his death but his life 
that counted, from which we were to take example: ‘“ The 
Son of Man came not to be ministered unto but to minister 
and to give his life as a ransom for many.” 

It seems likely that this reading was unknown to Urmarcus 
and in the opinion of the author this likelihood will be put 
beyond all doubt by a comparison of Luke xxii. 25-80 with 
Mark x. 41-5. In the Third Gospel there is no question of 
salvation through the death of the Son of Man. The notion 
of service comes up again but in a different sense: “I am 
among you as he that serveth,” which is particularly appro- 
priate in the context since Jesus is attempting to put an end 
to a dispute among his disciples on the question of who is the 
first among them. The probability is that Luke had in front 
of him a text of Mark which did not include the text with 
which we are concerned, and which bears all the marks of 
Pauline influence. In Mark xiv. 21 and xxvi. 24 we read: 
“Woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed.” 
But this passage has the twofold drawback of being a prophecy 
and of supporting the historically unreliable episode of the 
betrayal of Judas.? For precisely the same reasons the pre- 
diction in Mark xiv. 41 and Matthew xxvi. 45: “The Son of 
Mon is betrayed into the hands of sinners,”’ is also unreliable. 

(8) A close examination of the passages in which the words 
Son of Man are most likely to belong to the ancient tradition, 
clearly shows that they only appear to have this unusual mean- 

+ Cf. Matt. xvi. 18, Mark 27 and Luke ix. 18; Matt. xix. 28, 
Mark x. 29 and Luke xviii. 30; Matt. xxvi. 2, Mark xiv. 1 and Luke 
xxii, 1, where the expression is an editorial rendering in Matthew ; 
Luke vi. 22 and Matt. v. 11; Luke xii. 8 and Matt. x. 82, where it is 
redactional in Luke. The same thing applies to Luke xvii. 22; xvili, 8; 
xix, 10; xxi. 84-6; xxii, 48; xxiv. 7. 

* Cf. pt. iil, ch. vill, § 1. 
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ing because this particular interpretation is in the minds of 
the editors, and is suggested by the passages where Jesus is 
thought to be announcing, side by side with the necessary and 
redemptive sufferings of the Son of Man, his glorious return 
on the clouds of heaven. In point of fact all they give us is 
an awkward rendering of the Aramaic bar-nasha; that is to 
say “a man,” or “man.” 

We have already mentioned the text (Matt. xii. 82 and 
Luke xii. 10) referring to evil spoken of the-Son of Man, as 
a sin which will be forgiven, in contrast to that against the 
Spirit, which will not be forgiven. Jesus is refuting the charge 
that he healed by the power of Beelzebub. He feels that this 
insult passes beyond him to the source of his actions, namcly 
the Spirit, and so he says: “ Beware! An insult to a fellow- 
creature can be forgiven, but not an insult to the Spirit.” 

It is unthinkable that he could say: “ Insult the Messiah 
if you like but not the Spirit.” The Marcan parallel (iii. 28 ff.) 
to Matthew, which says that sins and blasphemies shull be 
forgiven the sons of man (roi¢ viois tay arOpd2euv) but never 
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, gives us both the source 
and the complete explanation of the “ Son of Man " of Matthew 
and Luke. 

Here are a few more examples. Matthew viii. 20 and Luke 
ix. 58 tell us that : “* The foxes have holes and the birds of the 
air have nests’? while “the Son of Man hath not where to 
lay his head.” Surely this is little more than a kind of saying 
or proverb which has lost its true setting, and which expresses 
the truism that at first sight nature sccms kinder to animals 
than to man? How could Jesus say at onc and the same time 
that he is the Messiah and that he has nowhere to lay his head ? 
This detail has escaped the editor. 

In Matthew xi. 19 and Luke vii. 8 and 4 we find: ‘ The 
Son of Man came eating and drinking and they say: Behold 
a man giuttonous and a wine-bibber.””. The only possible inter- 
pretation of this is: The Baptist, when he preached, lived the 
life of an ascetic, and you said: “He has a devil.” Here, 
now, comes a man who, while he preaches to you, lives like 
everybody else and you say: ‘‘ He is a gluttonous man and 
a wine-bibber. 

His hearers would not have grasped his meaning if he had 
introduced here the idea of the Messiah, and, even if they had 
understood, the use of it would have seemed cither ludicrous 
or sacrilegious. 

We must dwell for a moment on two passages which at 
first sight seem to present a certain amount of difficulty. First 
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of all Mark ii. 10, Matthew ix. 6 and Luke v. 24, where we 
find that: “The Son of Man hath power on earth to forgive 
sins.” Second, Matthew xii. 8, Mark ii, 28 and Luke vi. 5, 
which state that: “the Son of Man is lord also of the 
Sabbath.” 

It seems difficult at first sight to believe that Jesus would 
ascribe to man the remarkable power implicd here. But let 
us examine the context. A paralytic has been brought to 
Jesus to be healed and he says to him: “Son, thy sins be 
forgiven thee ”" (Mark ii. 5), that is, “I give thee a pledge that 
God has forgiven thee thy sins.” He does not say—and the 
difference is vital—'* I forgive thee thy sins.” 

This is not a proclamation of his power as Messiah ; it is 
couched in terms which would have conveyed this idea to no- 
body. It is an assertion that a man? in a spirit of filial con- 
fidence in God, can guarantee the forgiveness of sins by Him. 
It is quite obvious that this is not what the Evangelists under- 
stood by the passage, but their desires are hardly reliable guides 
to the true interpretation, always supposing that Jcsus ever 
pronounced this logion. 

It seems equally ineredible that the divine precept concern- 
ing the Sabbath should be declared subject to the will of man. 
However, when we read in Mark ii. 27: “The Sabbath was 
made for man and not man for the Sabbath,” it seems natural 
to conclude ‘“‘so that man is master, also, of the Sabbath,” 
and it is comprehensible that the fogion wishes to convey this 
idea, namely, that even according to the Law itself there are 
considerations of greater importance than Sabbath observance, 
An example of this is the preservation of life which comes 
before the obligation to remain in one place on the Sabbath 
Day. Whatever the editor may have had in mind here, it is 
no morc to be relicd upon than in the previous example, and 
we are not concerned with it. 

Therefore, even though Jesus may have employed the ex- 
ression “Son of Man,’’ there is not one passage to indicate that 
¢ used it as a special apd characteristic designation of himself, 

nor in which it has any definite connexion with a conscious- 
ness of his Messiahship. In short there is no use of it which 
cannot be interpreted in a way entirely different from the 
pseudo-Danielic “ Son of Man.” 

The Evangelists’ use of this expression is dictated, not by 
historical facts but by an interpretation which grew up among 
the early generations of Christians. It is not to be found in 
Paul and only appears once in Acts, where it is obviously an 

1 OXIV, 17. 
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editorial insertion. It is therefore to be ascribed to the period 
between Paul and the Greek editing of the Synoptics. Hence 
we may conclude that it is almost certainly nothing more than 
@ pious error of the Gentile Christians, and docs not belong to 
the apostolic times. It gave rise to a myth, distinct from that 
of the Messiah and superimposed upon it, a myth of a pagan 
type, which takes Christ out of his nationalist setting and raises 
him to the réle of an immortal King of a degenerate world, 
which he has come te reclaim. There is nothing in common 
between the Nazarene or his immediate discipfes and such a 
theory? If Jesus used the term bar-nasha it was only, and 
could only be in the current ¢ of “ man,”’ “son of man.” 

(8) It still, however, re: to be decided whether or not 
Jesus believed himself to be the Messiah. A great deal of ink 
has been spilt over this question and to go into it again requires 
a certain courage in view of the confident assertions which 
appear to have decided it in the affirmative. We are told that 
to question the Messianic consciousness of Jesus is to carry 
scepticism beyond all limits.? It would be as reasonable to 
doubt the crucifixion or even the very existence of Christ.4 
Such an attitude reduces the history of the origins of Chris- 
tianity to nothing more than “a heap of absurditics, a tissue 
of contradictions,” § and destroys any means of understanding 
both the activities of Jesus as a whole, and their focal point." 
In short, it renders the psychology of Jesus and the faith of 
the disciples in his resurrection unintelligible.” Such considered 
opinions, selected at random, could easily be multiplied," but 
they all come hack to the same point, namely, that it is im- 
possible to understand the Gospel history as handed down by 
the synoptic tradition without admitting the real existence of 
the Messianic consciousness of Jesus. 

Such a position goes beyond documentary evidence, be- 
cause even if it is not possible to deny the relation between 
the Messianic consciousness of Jesus and the Gospel tradition 
as we know it, the relation between this tradition itself and 
the truth is still an open question. Jesus might well have had 
different ideas about himself from those attributed to him by 

1 Acts vii. 56; the Invocation which follows “ Lord Jesus, receive 
my spirit” (vii. 58) is sufficient to date the editing of all the latter part. 
of the episode of Stephen. 

{ Loisy, RHLR, 1922, 81 9 ; 


CCLXXXVII, 426. 
: ¢ COLE, 147. * LXXIX, 76 and 109. ‘ 
59 ff. It is noticeable that the author ia much less hooive 
in oxen, 21: “ Unsicher bleibt die Stellung Jesu dazu." Cf. also p. 82 
of the same book. 
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the editors of the Gospels. Moreover, it is quite conceivable, 
4 priori, that the faith of the disciples in the resurrection of 
their Master sprang from another source than belief in his 
Messiahship. It is possible that belief in the Messiahship arose 
from the belief in the resurrection. Supposing that Jesus had 
merely proclaimed the near approach of the Kingdom, and 
that he was condemned to death simply as a Messianic revolu- 
tionary, might not the love of Peter combined with a natural 
emotional tension have becn sufficient to produce the appari- 
tions on which are based, as we hope to show, the whole of 
the belicf in the resurrection and the explanations to which 
the great miracle gave rise? It was difficult for Jews to be- 
lieve that the Messiah had been crucified, but it was more 
difficult still for them to acknowledge that the martyred pro- 
phet had received the glorious reward of his sufferings, and 
that the fruit of them, his Messiahship, had been revealed to 
his faithful followers by his resurrection. 

This is clearly the impression given by the words put into 
the mouth of Peter in Acts ii. 82 ff.: 

“Thin Jesus hath God raised up whercof we are all witnesses 

..«. Therefore let all the house of Istacl know assuredly that God 

hata made the same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord and 

Christ." 

Later on we shall return to this question of the origins and 
foundations of the disciples’ belicf in the Resurrection.’ On 
the other hand there is nothing impossible or incomprehensible 
in the idea that the structure of the Gospel history has been 
built up by working backwards from the Resurrection and the 
faith it brought into being. Hence it would appear that this 
formidable problem has not been solyed, but has merely been 
evaded. The truly scientific standpoint seems to be to admit 
that it has become very difficult, if not impossible, for us to 
determine what Jesus said of himself and of his relation to 
the Kingdom he proclaimed, because the evidence produced by 
the Evangelists is distorted by an already developed Christology 
wholly foreign to his own mind.* 

There would be no difficulty if we could be sure that Jesus 
had plainly said “I am the Messiah,” as he would naturally 
have felt impelled to do if he really believed it. As a matter 
of fact, several passages in the Synoptics claim or suggest that 
he did say it, but it is safer not to take their statements with- 
out careful examination. 

It must be remembered that, even if current Jewish 
Messianic belief was stili an element in widely differing forms 

1 Cf. pt. ili, ch, vi, * XXVM, 92. 
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of eschatology, there was no place in it either for a suffering or 
for a pacific Messiah. Two hypotheses have been brought 
forward to weaken the force of this consideration. 

{1) It has been claimed that there were certain Jewish sects 
whose conception of the Messiah had become distorted under 
the influence of the dying and rising God of the mystery cults. 
Unfortunately we know nothing of such sects and their existence 
is purely imaginary. 

(2) It has also been claimed that the real Jesus could never 
have been the preacher of pacifism portrayed in the Gospels. 
This theory, by no means new, has been recently revived by 
Robert Eisler with the help of his Slavonic Josephus. 

Conjectures, such as these, created to meet. a difficulty, are 
suspect. First of alt it may be remarked ? that in the logia 
Jesus never uses the word Christ of himself, and in Mark he 
only uses it once. We certainly read in Mark ix. 41: “ For 
whosoever shall give you a cup of water to drink because ye 
belong to Christ” (ér: Xgicrod gore); but the authenticity 
of the essential word here has been rejected cven by conservative 
critics * on the two following grounds: (1) The expression dts 
Xovorod without the article is not found anywhere else in the 
Synoptics or in Acts, but is a common Pauline phrase (Rom. 
viii, 9; 1 Cor. i. 12; iii. 28, ete.) (2) Matthew x. 42, the 
synoptic parallel to one Marcan passage, reads : 

“ Whoever shall give drink unto one of these little ones a cup 
of water only in the name of a disciple " (elc dvopa pabytos). 


This passage probably represents the original form of the 
saying, because it is somewhat obscure and out of placc. The 
reading of Mark can only he a correction, a Pauline emendation. 
The other passages in which Jesus is held to have used the 
title Christos of himself carry even less weight than Mark ix. 41. 
We shall not labour this point, but it is to be remembered that 
not a single case is to be found in Luke. Of the others, that is, 
Mark xiii. 6, Matthew xvi. 17, xxiii. 10, xxiv. 5, the first 1s to 
be found in what is called the Synoptic apocalypse, where Jesus 
is reported as saying: ‘‘ Many shali come in my name saying : 
It is I’’ The implication here is that they will claim to be the 
Christ, and that Jesus therefore believed he was the Christ. 
This is explicitly brought out by Matthew xxiv. 5: ‘“‘ For many 
shall come in my name saying: I am the Christ.” But if, as 
there is every reason te suppose, the Christian writer was using 
a Jewish apocalypse in which the words are attributed to 
1 Cf. CLEV and p. 288 below. * CXCHH, 3. 
*€%, 284; CLXV, 25, n, 1. 
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Jahweh, the supposed proof of the use of Christos by Jesus 
automatically fails. In the second passage Jesus accepts the 
address of Peter “ Thou art the Christ,”” but there is nothing 
equivalent to it in the parallel and basic text of Mark viii. 
27-88. The addition in Matthew has been made by the editor. 
In Matthew xxiii. 10 Jesus plainly says: “For one is your 
master (xaSnyyrijs) even Christ!’’ But this verse is only a 
duplicate variation of xxiii. 8, where we find: “ For one is your 
master (d:ddaxazoc) and all ye are brethren.” The word Christos 
is again nothing more than an editorial gloss. 

But there still remain two cpisodes in the Gospel narrative 
which usually seem more convincing than all the cases we have 
dismissed. We read in Mark xiv. 61 ff.: “Again the High 
Priest asked him and said unto him: Art thou the Christ, the 
Son of the Blessed ? And Jesus said: I am.' 

We will not stress the peculiarity of the language attributed to 
the High Priest, but it is to be pointed out that the parallel 
passages simply say: “‘ Thou hast said” (od elas) (Matthew 
xxvi. 64), and “ Ye say that Tam” (duels Adyere dre bycs elu) 
(Luke xxii. 71). From this we may suppose that the text of 
the source put into the mouth of Jesus a reply much less direct 
than that found in Mark. It may also be added that the whole 
episode is the product. of the writer's imagination, devoid of 
any foundation.! 

Let us now take the seene before Pilate. The text of Mark 
xv. 2 ff. reads: “Art thou the King of the Jews? And he, 
answering, said unto him: Thou sayest it.’ The supposition 
is that Pilate referred to the King expected by the Jews, namely, 
the Messiah. 

‘The expression appears again on the inscription or titulus 
placed on the Cross (Mark xv. 26): “ and the superscription of 
his accusation was written over ‘ The King of the Jews ’ ”’—from 
which it is inferred that Jesus had been denounced to Pilate as 
the would-be Messiah, that he had himself confessed his claim 
and that it had cost him his life. But even if the Evangelist 
might well have known the charge which brought about the 
condemnation of Jesus, it is very unlikely that he could have 
been familiar with the details of the trial before the Procurator, 
Even if we accept his account we do not know the real meaning 
of the words “ Thou sayest it.” It may very easily differ from 
the one commonly accepted. It may, however, be urged that 
this does not matter. If Jesus was condemned as the pre- 
iii. XXIV, 1, 198 ff., accepts the historicity of 
likewise CLVI-a, 486 ff. ; contra: COLKXIX-a, 
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tended Messiah it could only have been on his own admission 
or on the authority of reliable witnesses. He therefore claimed 
to be the Messiah. This, however, is far from being proved, 
and Pilate had no need of a confession in order to condemn a 
prophet who announced the coming of the Kingdom. 

The argument drawn from the “ titulus’’ on the Cross 
carries weight, but it docs not remove all our doubts for the 
simple reason that since it agrees with the text containing the 
supposed admission, the formula of the inscription may very 
easily be derived from the latter, and have né foundation in 
fact. We must remember the statement attributed to Peter 
{Acts ii. 86) in which he affirms that God made Jesus the Messiah 
by virtue of the resurrection, which is an idea that seems closer 
to the original Christian conecption of the Messiahship of the 
Nazarene. 

Of course it is possible to find in the Synopties several 
passages in which the actors in the gospel drama apply the 
word Christ to Jesus, although with very different meanings. 
None of them, however, will bear critical examination, and 
they can all be traced to editorial sources. Only one of them, 
already referred to several times, deserves special notice. It 
is the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi, and reads as 
follows in Mark viii. 27-88: 

“ And Jesus went out and his disciples into the towns of Coesares 
Philippi: and by the way he asked his disciples saying unto them, 
Whom do men say that I am? And they answered, John the 
Baptist ; but some (say) Elias: and others, one of the prophets, 
And he saith unto them, But whom say ye that lam? And Peter 
answercth and saith unto him, Thou art the Christ. And he charged 
them that they should tell no man of him. And he begun to teach 
them that the Son of Man must suffer many things. And be rejected 
of the Elders and of the chief Pricsts, and scribes, and be killed, 
and after three days rise again. And he spake that saying openly. 
And Peter took him and began to rebuke him. But when he hut 
turned about on his disciples he rebuked Peter, saying, ‘ Get thee 
behind me Satan: for thou savourest not the things that be of 
God, but the things that be of men.’ 

The Synoptic parallels (Matt. xvi. 18-28 and Luke ix. 18-22) 
only add certain editorial explanations and details to Mark's 

‘ XXXIV, 85. 

+ Cf. Mark xiv. 61 (the question of the High Priest) with Mark xv. 82 
(the mocking of the Crucified by the Priests and Scribes, which is an 
artificial scene). See also Matt. xxvi. 68 and its Synoptic parallels ; 
Matt. xxvii. 17, which throws light on Mark xv. 9; and similarly Matt. 
xxvii. 22 in relation to Mark xv. 12. Luke xxiii. merely an editorial 
arrangement to make the beginning of the trial less abrupt ; Luke xxiii. 89 
| mere editorial development of Mark xv. 82; Luke xxiv. 26 and 
xxiv. 46 are part of quite improbable episodes. 
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account, so that we may reasonably confine our attention to 
his version for the present. In the Second Gospel the passage 
quoted above is, as it were, the keystone of the arch. It is the 
central point of the life of Jesus according to Mark. Every- 
thing that precedes it leads up to this confession of Peter. Up 
to that point Jesus was only a hidden Christ. From now on- 
wards the second half of the Gospel is to bring out the fact that 
he is to be a suffering Christ, going forward to inevitable victory, 
attaining by the way of the Cross the glory that awaits him.? 
But, as we already know, there is all the difference in the world 
between the purpose of a Gospel and historical reality, and the 
two have never been more distinct than in this passage. 

On first looking at it one is struck by what appears to be a 
satisfactory interpretation. Jesus asks a question and Peter's 
answer is “ Thou art the Christ.” Jesus then forbids him to 
use such an expression and procecds to instruct his disciples 
about his real destiny—-not that of the Messiah. Whereupon 
Peter, still holding to his own opinion, takes him aside to up- 
braid him for not talking to them as he should, in fact for leading 
them astray, and Jesus reprimands him sharply for it. The 
historical interpretation of the passage may therefore be stated 
as follows : Jesus never belicved that he was the Messiah. At 
one time his disciples believed that he was, but he tried to 
disillusion them. Mark has added to the record which tradition 
-—in this case Peter himself—has preserved of this scene, an 
interpretation of the Passion in the spirit of Paul, which he 
presents under the guise of a prediction. 

Unfortunately the homogencity of this passage must be 
beyond question if this reasonable interpretation is to have a 
foundation. Even a cursory examination shows us the exact 
opposite. There is no coherence in the construction of it. 
Taken independently Peter’s confession and the injunction 
to silence which follows are convincing, but the rest of it is 
s The Evangelist obviously wishes to convince us 
of two things : (1) That Jesus had foreseen and foretold his end, 
which was bound up with the great mystery of salvation ; (2) 
that. in the beginning the apostles failed to grasp the meaning 
of this teaching. But the panic among the disciples at the 
time of his death clearly shows that Jesus had not foretold 
his violent end. The fact that those who were in close contact 
with the master had failed to grasp this, doubtless persuaded 
the editor of the need to explain away the scandal of their 
panic. But there is every reason to believe that in the original 

1 CVIEL, 269. We must naturally take into consideration the desire 
of the author of Mark to emphssize the faith of Peter. 
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confession of Peter it was a question of paying a tribute to the 
Apostles and not of blaming their slowness of understanding. 
The proper sequence to Mark viii. 81, namely the teaching of 
the necessity of the Passion, is Mark ix. 1: ‘ And he saith unto 
them: verily I say unto you that there be some of them that 
stand here which shall not taste of dcath until they have seen 
the Kingdom of God coming with Power.” Everything that 
comes between these two passages is either put in by the editor, 
or at least out of place. One detail proves it. When we tind 
another reference to the Passion in ix. 10-38, not only are we 
not told that it is the second one of its kind, but a remark in 
ix. 82 implies that it is the first. ‘“ But they did not know 
(that is, understood not) his saying and were afraid to ask him.” 
These verses placed after the command to be silent, contain 
nothing that corresponds to historical truth, and everything in 
them fits in with the idea that the apostles did not understand 
the mystery; that the stumbling-block of the Passion was not 
one at all, since nothing happened that Jesus had not expected 
and foretold quite definitely. Subsequent events forced this 
view upon the Apostolic community, and its formulation bears 
the unmistakable impress of the influence of Paul. 

On the other hand, though we may admit that the confession 
of Peter appears to ring true, it does not therefore follow that 
it is genuincly authentic. There are even more obvious inven- 
tions in the Gospels, and it would not be rash to see in the injune- 
tion to silence that followéd, a proof that the primitive tradition 
was unaware that Peter had given an example of his insight. 

In short, the disciples might love their master and place all 
their trust in him and yet not be convinced that he was the 
Messiah, since he answered so little to the current notion of 
“The One who is to come,” of whose task he had hitherto 
accomplished nothing. We have actually no reason to believe 
that the disciples did anything but share the gencrally accepted 
notions of their time, or that their experience had Jed them to 
reconcile the current Messianic conception with the figure of 
Jesus. 

Even if the confession of Peter were substantially authentic, 
all it would prove is that on the eve of the journcy up to 
Jerusalem the disciples believed Jesus would occupy the first 
place in the Kingdom he had announced. And if it does not 
prove that even at that moment he himsclf had accepted that 
position, it provides a ground for believing that he at any rate 
had not previously assumed it, otherwise his question to Peter 
would be meaningless and the latter's reply would not be a 
confession. 
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It is perhaps not necessary to repeat that, according to 
Mark, Jesus does not explicitly approve the proclamation of 
Cephas and hence Matthew xvi. 16-19 feels the need of supple- 
menting this reserve by means of a celebrated verse which we 
will discuss later.! 

There is another passage of which much has been made 
(Mark x. 85-45) in which the two sons of Zebedce, James and 
John, come and ask Jesus for the privilege of sitting, one on 
his right hand and the other on his left, “in his glory,” and in 
which he informs them, having foretold their coming martyr- 
dom, that it is not for him to grant their request. Obviously 
the editor knew the facts concerning both the Passion and the 
death of the sons of Zebedce, so that his report cannot be taken 
literally. Even if the substantial truth of the episode were 
accepted, we could, at the most, conclude from it that James 
and John belicved that their master was to have supreme 
authority in the Kingdom, and that he denied that this was 
the case. 

Hence there is not a single synoptic passage which proves 
that Jesus called himself the Messiah or allowed people to call 
him by that title. 

Commentators who are anxious at all costs to justify an 
idea which they consider indispensable to the Gospel tradition, 
bring forward other passages and facts which, according to 
their interpretation, imply that Jesus was conscious of his 
Messiahship,* but we nced not waste much time on this desperate 
expedient. 

Anybody who carefully reads the passages in question 
(Matt. ix. 15; xi. 8, 18; xii. 6, $1; xiii, 17; xxii. 41 and 
Mark ii. 85) will recognize without any difficulty that they 
furnish no support of the theory on behalf of which they have 
been used. As for the facts, namely the tone of authority of 
Jesus, implying that he was much greater than a prophet ; the 
episode of his baptism, in which it is supposed that Jesus 
acquired the consciousness of his status; the retirement into 
the desert; the Transfiguration; the spectacular entry into 
Jerusalem ; all that can be said about them is that only a 
resolute tenacity of purpose can extract the desired conclusion 
from them. In every single instance we have to do with 
legendary episodes. These episodes could not have been fore- 
seen or imagined by the immediate companions of Jesus, but 
their growth was inevitable. They are necessary to justify 
something which had been evolved from the person and work 
of Jesus irrespective of reality. 

* Cf. pt. ii, ch. v, $i. *N. Schmidt, EB, Son of Man, § 46. 
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It is evident from the slightest familiarity with the Synoptics, 
that Jesus did not preach about himself, and that he never laid 
claim to the Messiahship, the proclamation of which might, 
@ priori, be regarded as the central motive and the essential 
guarantee of his teaching. On the contrary, on those occasions 
when he has been forecd by circumstances to manifest in the 
Most spectacular manner the divine power, the dynamts, which 
is supposed to radiate from his person, the Evangelists depict 
him as insisting, cven with threats, that those who have bene- 
fited by it and those who have witnessed the marvel should 
say nothing of it to anyone. That is to say, this supposed 
Messiah docs everything he can to hide his identity and to 
disguise his mission. Any execptions to this rule that may be 
invoked (Mark v. 19, for example) do not hold good in the face 
of an impression which is confirmed by the lack of understanding 
attributed to the disciples with regard to every crucial speech 
or action of their Master (iv. 41; vi. 51-2; viii. 18; x, 24) 

As a rule only the evil spirits recognize and proclaim the 
truth. It would seem, therefore, that such a representation 
of the attitude of the Messiah is so improbable as to border on 
the absurd. There is only one explanation of all this. The 
Gospel editors, for reasons which we shall shortly explain, 
belicve in the Messiahship of Jesus, but the tradition on which 
they went provided them with no certain proof that he believed 
himself to be “ the One who is to come.” On the other hand 
they refused to admit that he did not know the fact or that 
he kept it a seerct. So they came to believe that he had really 
demonstrated it by signs, but that as a rule he refused to pro- 
claim it or let it be noised abroad. The reason for this extra- 
ordinary reserve, we are told, is that, not answering to the 
current conception of the Messiah, he thought it wise not to 
expose himself to contempt or even to indignant opposition * 
by asking too much from the intelligence of his hearers, 

There is no doubt that the Evangelists frequently insist 4 
on the reluctance of Jesus to be mistaken for the warlike Messiah, 
victorious over the nations, whom the Jews expected. His 








' Mark i. 84; iii, 12; v. 48; vii. 36; viii, 26; viii. 0; ix. 9. 

*COXLI, As carly as 1883, Havet put very cleusly the theory 
developed by the German critic. Cf. iv, 15 ff. 

* We may recall the indignation which, uccording to Mark viii. 83, 
he showed against Peter, when the Apostle reproached hitu with speuk- 
ing of suffering and death, “Get thee behind me 
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which current belief placed before the appearance of the Messiah, 





288 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


Messiahship was of a new and personal type, formulated by him- 
self. Most of the critics are quite prepared to accept this 
reversal of the common notion and are content to see in it the 
main originality of Jesus. They do not appear to question the 
reasonableness of this view, when in point of fact his lack of 
conformity with the generally accepted idea would require 
convincing proofs and detailed explanation. We are presented 
with the picture of a man whose personality, we are told,? is 
profoundly Jewish, whose religious genius is in perfect harmony 
with that of his people, who suddenly, and deliberately, so far 
detaches himself from the ideas of the Messiah current in Israel 
that even his own disciples do not understand him. None of 
the arguments of modern historians offer convincing proofs of 
the possibility of this amazing phenomenon.* 

Of course if the evidence of the Slavonic Josephus could be 
taken seriously so that we might imagine Jesus to be a Messianic 
revolutionary who was expected by his followers to take 
Jcrusalem by storm, and who they hoped would free them from 
the Roman yoke; if it were possible to acecpt the fantastic 
deductions that the imagination and enthusiasm of Eisler have 
drawn from this fragmentary text, we should be able then 
to restore to the Nazarenc the claim that the Evangelists attri- 
bute to him. We should first of all, however, have to be pre- 

ared to believe that the Gospel editors have lied shamelessly 
rom first to last in their whole representation of the Messiah- 
ship of Jesus, and that the Slavonic Josephus must be regarded. 
as the only authentic criterion of truth. 

The combined efforts of Eisler and of Salomon Reinach 
have failed to convert us to such revolutionary views. They 
depend entirely upon a technique which we cannot accept, and 
we believe that every careful commentator would be of the same 
opinion, Therefore we must confine ourselves to the data of 
our canonical texts. 

Let us narrow down the problem. According to the Evange- 
lists Jesus wishes to couple his Messianic consciousness with a 
type of suffering and slain Messiah whose painful and willing 
death appears to him the chief factor in his allotted task as 
being “the means ordained by Providence whereby he was to 
make entrance to the Kingdom possible.’ The question is 
not to discover whether at a given moment, when he saw that 


1H. Holtzinann, Das Messianische Bewusstein Jesu, Tibingen, 
1909, 99 7. 

+f. COWL, 48 .; CLXV, 20f.; CXC, xxiff.; COLIN, 100f.; 
CUXCVIIL, 33 f.; etc. 

* XXXIU, 195. 
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things were going badly, he accustomed himself to the idea of 
his coming death, and fitted the catastrophe which he saw to be 
inevitable into God's plan with regard to himself. The problem 
is to find out if, having from the outset discarded the popular 
idea of the Messiah, he conceived and accepted, as his own, the 
réle of a suffering Messiah who was to be put to death and 
thereby to accomplish a saving and truly Messianic function, 
an indispensable task—in short his own sppeinter! work. Was 
he aware, as has been maintained,! that he was called to fulfil 
the prophecy of Isaiah 53, and to be the despised and rejected 
Servant? It is hard to see how the Galilean could adapt this 
particular passage of Isaiah to a Messianic hope which seemed 
to belong to an entirely different plane of thought. 

There would be no difficulty, had the Jews already conceived 
of a suffering and dying Messiah, but in spite of the somewhat 
biassed statements of certain of the modern mythological 
school, they had not arrived at such a conception? Later, 
though not before the time of Hadrian,’ certain Jews, prob- 
ably meditating upon Deuteronomy xxxiii. 16 ff. (Moses’ bless- 
ing of Joseph), conceived the idea of a Messiah who would be 
the son of Joseph: a kind of preparatory h, who, after 
a glorious career, should die in his victoriou ounter with 
Gog and Magog (the powers of evil). Nothing, however, 
indicates that he was to suffer or that his death had a redemptive 
quality. 

Furthermore it is not at all certain that these later texts 
containing this conception of the Messiah had not been influenced 
by Christianity. On the other hand, Isaiah liii. was not taken 
to refer to the Messiah, and was not thought to announce 
his coming. The Jews believed that he was depicting the 
Ideal Servant of God, the Just One suffering for righteous- 
ness’ sake. It was ultimately the Christian polemic which 
forced the rabbis unwillingly to interpret their passage as 
&@ Messianic prophecy and even then not before the third 
century.§ 

The Gospels, therefore, are right in one sense when they 
show us the Apostles bewildcred or offended by the statement that. 
the Son of Man must suffer and die in order to accomplish his 
task (cf. Mark viii. 82; Matt. xvi. 22; Mark ix. 10, ix. 80 ff, 
and Syn.). But Jesus would surely have experienced the same 
emotions. In point of fact the doctrine of the suffering Messiah 

2 CLXV, 287. * Cf. COXVIHL, 230. 

*Dalman, Der leidende und der sterbende Messias der Synnguge in 
ersten nachchrisilichen Jakriausend. Berlin, 1868. 

« LXKX, 305 ff. * COXVIL, 236 7. 
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does not come from him. It is only a reflection of his fate 
and a product of Christianity. 

We are told * that Israel was not unaware of the idea of the 
atoning sacrifice or of that of ransom accomplished before 
Jahweh by the death of the Just Onc.* Nor, furthermore, 
were the Jews without knowledge of the idca of substitution 
common to antiquity.* Of this there can be no doubt, other- 
wise the apostolic adaptation of the Passion and the Crucifixion 
to the Messianic conception would not have been possible. 
But the question is whether Jesus himself, deliberately and 
from the outset, made that adaptation. All the evidence we 
have in favour of an affirmative reply is derived from men who, 
living after the event, when the fact was undeniable, could not 
but attribute it to Jesus. 

In reality, there is not a single reliable passage or one 
sound argument in favour of the improbable reversal of the 
Messianic expectation which Jesus was to fulfil, that proves 
that he was conscious of that destiny. 

It would be fortunate if we could see how this strange 
Messianic consciousness was developed in him, But this know- 
ledge we can never hope to gain because we are without the 
slightest information regarding the personal factors that deter- 
mined his mission. That is why Loisy is right in saying, 
“History has no record of the conditions under which the 
Messianic consciousness of Jesus was formed." * 

It is possible to theorize on the point. For example one 
might say that. at first the Nazarene seemed merely to be con- 
tinuing the work of the Baptist, repeating his message “* The 
time is fullilled: the Kingdom of God is at hand; repent.” * 
Then he gradually grew morc self-confident and finally was 
persuaded that he was the Messiah, when his disciples (con- 
fession of Peter) imposed the réle on him. That is, in fact, 
precisely how things seem to happen in the Gospels as we know 
them. But it is clear that the New Testament documents have 
preserved traces of very different descriptions of the revela- 
tion of Jesus as Messiah—descriptions which had successively 
acquired currency among the early Christians. 

If our impression derived from the speech of Peter in Acts is 
correct (ii. 28, 82, 84; and especially 86: “God hath made 
that same Jesus whom ye have crucified both Lord and Christ ”), 
the primitive tradition did not attribute the proclamation of his 
Messiahship either to Jesus or to his disciples during his lifetime. 

1 i 11s. + CLEV, 289 ff. 

- BI-B; 4 Mace. vi. 28-9. ‘ CLXV, 290 77. 
aa * COL, 299. 
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It was only the Resurrection which revealed to them the great 
mystery concealed in the person of their Master.? 

The Confession of Peter; the Transfiguration; those 
apocalyptic utterances in which Jesus claims to be the Son of 
Man according to Daniel, and the manifestation from Heaven 
at the time of his Baptism, most probably represent not stages— 
in inverse order—in the Messianic consciousness of Jesus, but 
stages, taken in the order of their development, in the progress 
of primitive Christology. This simple statement suflices to 
shatter all the theories. We take our stand on the evidence 
that we are unable to observe, during the life of Jesus, any 
trace of development in his consciousness, his conception, of 
his mission and the part he is playing. Not merely because 
our texts are too brief, too vaguc, too few, too uncertain, or too 
impossible to date, but chiefly because the time was too short 
for any great devclopment in the mind of the Nazarene.2 Morc- 
over, if he really began by regarding himself as the successor 
of the Baptist, we must inquire by what path he arrived at the 
belief that he was the Messiah. For it must always be remem- 
bered that he not only had to effect a change in himself but 
he had also to bring about a complete revolution in the current 
conception of the Messiah. 

But if we may suppose that Jesus never said or believed 
that he was the Messiah, that nobody during his lifetime 
recognized him as such, and that from the moment of his 
death, for some reason or another—in this case belief in his 
resurrection—his followers had come to attribute Messiahship 
to him, there would in that case inevitably have been an adapta- 
tion of the tradition to the new belief; and further, if at a 
given moment controversy had not determined and fixed the 
text of the Gospels, the latter would have been exposed to many 
other risks. 

For this reason we are convinced that all the Gospel matcrial 
which is arranged, usually very awkwardly and incoherently,* 

* A passage from Paul (Hom. i. 4) provides further evidence in sup- 
port of this primitive belief: who was) declared tobe the Sun of God 
with power, according to the Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from 
the dead.” Cf. Luke xxiv. 25 .—XXXIV, #; LEXXVI, 15%. 

This is one of the points on which we di 
(CLVI-a, 588 ff.) who attempts to retrace the e 
of Jesus after * the Galilean crisia” up to the mone! 
himself to be the Messiah because he reulizes that be is threatened 
with suffering and death. Not only do we fail to understand the reason- 
ing which Goguel here attributes to the Nazarene, but we see no 
objective justification for 

* A good example of ¢! incoherence necurs in Mark. In 
says: "And Peter answered and said unto him, thou art the Chs 















292 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


to give us the impression that Jesus believed he was the Messiah, 
and that his disciples recognized in him that quality which the 
demons and God Himself had proclaimed, is the work of the 
editors. Its only roots are in the faith of the first Christian 
community, which was responsible for the revision of the Jewish 
ideas about the Messiah, and for their reconciliation with the 
fate of Jesus. 

One objection comes to mind. If it is unlikely that Jesus 
could have upsct the accepted Jewish notion of the Messiah, 
because he was a Jew, how could the Apostles have done it, also 
Jews, and apparently much less strikingly individual than he 
was ? 

First. of all one point must be made clear. His disciples 
were not responsible for all the work of which we see the result 
in the Gospels, namely, the identification of Jesus with the 
Messiah of current belief; the dethronement and, as it were, 
the obliteration of the activity of the Nazarene during his life 
to muke room for the prodigious mystery of his death ; the 
conception of the Messiah suffering and dying “ for many,” in 
other words, invested with the réle of Redeemer, which Israel 
had not foresecn as that of “'The Coming One " ; and the com- 
plete abandonment of all the characteristics of the traditional 
Messiah execpt the fantastic belicf in his appearance on the 
clouds of heaven clothed with divine power. But the original 
affirmation that Jesus is the Messiah, that is, that God has 
granted him this status as is proved by his Resurrection, and 
that he will soon come again to play the part that will hence- 
forth be his, does not go beyond the limits of what might 
appear possible to a Jew. When the disciples, having taken 
refuge in Galilee after the Passion, saw their Master again! they 
were absolutely convinced that he had risen from the dead. Why 
then, if God had not destined him for an unusually glorious réle, 
would he have granted him such a favour? No Jew could 
help thinking of the réle of the Messiah, and since it was only 
in the future that Jesus was to play that part, they were not 
obliged to modify their traditional ideas. Nothing, in fact, 
would Jead us to suppose that the Lord, whose manifestation 
was known to the early Church as the Parousia, was to differ in 
any way from the pseudo-Danielic Messiah. 
he charged them that they should tell no man of him.’ Then im- 
mediately afterwards (viii. 34 ff.) Jesus announces to a crowd that 
if anyone is ashamed of him, “ Of Aim also shali the Son of Man be 
ashamed when he cometh in the glory of his Father, with the Holy 
Angels.” In other words he proclaims to the world the secret he has 
just forbidden his disciples to tell to anybody. 

1 Cf. pt. iti, ch. vi, §§ ii and ili. 
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The remainder of the work, the various stages of which I 
have mentioned above. was not done by the Apostles. It took 
place on Greek soil and under the influence of those religions 
which taught a doctrine of salvation. 

After finding that the expected Kingdom did not manifest 
itself at Jerusalem, where he had gone in search of it, it is per- 
haps possible that Jesus, foreseeing his death—if he really did—~— 
may have sought to reconcile it with his hope, that is, that he 
may have looked upon it as the divinely appointed condition 
of the coming of the Kingdom.! But we have no absolute 
knowledge that this is and the impression which we get. 
from the Gospel narrative of the Crucifixion—in any case 
suspect—docs nat support this hypothesis, seeing that the 
victim dics in despair (Mark xv. 34). Whatever the truth of 
this may be, supposition that Jesus foresaw his death as an 
integral part of his Messianic function, as an act of redemption 
serving as a foundation for the future regencration of humanity, 
is, from the historical point of view, not only inconsistent but. 
inconceivable. 

Taken in conjunction with the strange theory of the 
Messianic secret, these considerations, whieh render very im- 
probable the revolution in the Messianic conception attributed 
to Jesus by the Synopties, secim to lead to the conclusion that 
he never jeved himself the Messiah and never offered himself 
as such. Even when they hurled insults at him, the 
never reproached him with such fatuous presumption. We are 
not unaware that since the publication of Wrede's book (1901) 
which emphasized most strongly the negative argument drawn 
from the Messianic scerct, praiseworthy cfforts have been made 
and pressing arguments brought forward with the object of 
Ttidding the Gospels of a conclusion which so seriously under- 
mined their authority ;* that is to say attempts have been 
made to save, together with the genuineness of the Messianic 
confession of Peter, the truth of the Messianic avowal madc by 
Jesus to his disciples.* Attempts have becn made to minimize 
the impression given at first sight by the command to be silent 
imposed by Jesus in Mark, by proving that these were only 
exceptional cases, and that they left the field free for the general 
revelation of the truth. Elsewhere the reticence of the 
Nazarene is accepted, but is explained on the grounds that he 




















* CM, i, 143. 

1Cf. with Wrede’s work, that of J. Weiss, LEXXV. 

TIdeas developed by Bousset, CXCMI, 79-42. Cf. CLEXV, 58; 
COL, 36. 
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was obliged to be cautious because of the originality of his 
conception of the Messiahship.’. Finally, his caution is justified 
by the observation that he is not the present Messiah, but is 
conscious only of being ‘The Coming One," the Messias 
designatus (Harnack) who will only reveal himself when the 
Kingdom is a reality ? and who till then conceals his status in 
conformity with the esoteric plan.* 

This is all very interesting, but it still comcs up against the 
very simple remark of Schweitzer.* It is difficult to under- 
stand why Jesus did not want pcople to know that he was the 
Messiah if he was soon expecting to be revealed as such. On 
the other hand the assumption that Mark deliberately distorted 
the data of Urmarcus or of the tradition in order to work in his 
theory of the Messianic scerct seems to be quite unfounded. 
What he did was to develop this idea of the hidden Messiah 
to fit in with the belief that Jesus, who was accepted as the 
Messiah at the time of the Evangelists, had really shown himself 
to be such during his lifetime, and to mect the objection that 
the Jews had not belicved it and still refused to do so. He 
thought that he could find a satisfactory solution by insisting 
that the scerct had only really been revealed to the Apostles and 
that the Jews, blinded by the hardness of their hearts, had not 
seen it in spite of amazing signs performed by Jesus. 

Only one of the replies to Wrede, which have been briefly 
outlined above, offers any probability. Might not Jesus have 
regarded himsclf as the future Messiah, just as his disciples 
themselves believed, after his death, that he was then actually 

? s this belicf would not distort the 
But 
unfortunately neither do they afford it any direct support. In 
any case, there is only one certain conclusion to be drawn, 
namely that Jesus never gave himself out to be the present 
Messiah, nor did he ever assume this character in his teaching. 

Perhaps it is still possible to discern something of the 
Christian idea of Jesus before the growth of faith raised him to 
the dignity of the Messiah. It is to be found in the two passages 
from Acts to which we have already referred (ii. 22-86 and 
x. 87-8). It places before us the figure of a “ man authorized 
by God ” (Géga dzodedetypévov dd rot Bod) prolific in miracles, 
prodigics and signs, anointed with the Holy Spirit and with 
Power (zretyatt dyip xai durdyet) going about Galilee “ doing 
good and healing all that were oppressed of the devil, for God 

+ CCXCVIL, CCXCVII, +4. 

* Whi skil€ully elaborated in LEXTX, 81 f.: CV, 242. 
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was with him.” It is the exact definition of a prophet ' and is 
confirmed by Mark i. 14-15 where it is said that he went about 
“ preaching the gospel of the Kingdom of God” and saying 
that the time was fulfilled and that the Kingdom of God 
was at hand, He was following on the same line * when he 
went on to say “ Repent ye and believe the Gospel.” 

Now this, the earliest tradition we can recover, was handed 
on by men—possibly by Peter—who were convinced that Jesus 
was the Messiah at the very moment of giving testimony. But 
in their opinion, if before his death he may have been the Messiah 
virtually—though they do not say so~he was- effectively such 
only after that time. That is why, in Acts ii. 86, Peter is reported 
as saying that now the house of Israel should know certainly 
(@opuddc) the true state of affairs. The first stage intthe 
process of making Jesus the Messiah (the Messianisierung of 
Wrede) has been completed. But Jesus was not responsible 
for it. 

We may conelude this long discussion by reealting two casily 
verifiable facts, The first is that Jesus is never reported to 
have said, “I am the Messiah; I bring you the Kingdom,” 
and, if he believed it, there seems no reason why he should not 
have done so. The second is that at the end of the Last Supper 
(Mark xiv. 25) when he announces the Messianic feast to the 
Apostles, he does not say that there is a place of honour there 
for him. Welllausen® has every foundation for saying “ At 
that moment he definitely does not give himself out to he the 
Messiah either in the present or in the future.” There can be 
no question, therefore, that in Jesus we are dealing with a 
prophet, a herald of the expected Kingdom, Qur first impression 
was right. 

‘VL, 499. 

* The identity of the tradition followed is casily secn by a mere 
comparison of Mark i. 39 and Acts x. 37-8. 

* OXIV, 115, 











CHAPTER IV 
JESUS AND JUDAISM 
I 


‘THe MEANING aND Purpose of THE TeacHING or JESUS 


(OMMENTATORS are not agreed on that most essential 
point, the meaning and purpose of the teaching of Jesus. 
This uncertainty arises from the fact that some of them regard. 
the Nazarene from the historical point of view, and others 
appronch him from the eredal standpoint. Between these two 
extremes there ate numerous shades of opinion. The result is 
that he is sometimes regarded as the divine architect of an 
immortal structure, namely the Catholic church, sometimes as 
a dreamer, subject to the limitations of his age and his environ- 
ment, the herald of an apocalyptic Kingdom which has never 
come. And again between these two interpretations there are 
various transitional stages. It is obvious that all these diver- 
gent puints of view have not arisen from the documents con- 
sidered hy and for themsclves, but from additions made to 
them, and from preconceived notions foreed on to them, which 
in point of fact have very little to do with history. When, for 
example, Mgr. Batiffot rejects as an unacceptable paradox the 
*“ eschatological conception of the Kingdom,” that is to say the 
theory according to which Jesus proclaims and awaits the near 
approach of the material transformation of the world, he is 
bowing to the insistent demands of the Catholic faith. He is 
obliged to accept the spiritual interpretation of the Kingdom 
without question. There would be no difficulty in producing 
other more or less similar examples. We will not waste time 
on them, however, but wil! rely on the facts and the documents 
themselves for the answers to our questions. We must avoid 
pseudo-logical constructions and ill-advised conclusions into 
which we might often be led by impatience at our inability to 
arrive at certainty. 
It is legitimate to suppose, @ priori, that the preaching of 
Jesus was characterized by a main purpose, that it was controlled 
286 
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by 4 central motive, to be found in the Synoptics. The first 
thing to notice is that the critics do not agree on a definition of 
this motive. The majority think that it is the Kingdom ; 
others incline to the view that it is the need of faith in the 
Fatherhood of God; others again look for it in an original 
conception of the nature of religion, bound up with the ori- 
ginality of the religious character of Jesus ; in which case the 
mate will be the production and manifestation of that character 
itsel 

However, there seems to be no doubt that an unprejudiced 
reading of the Synopties leads to the conclusion that the central 
motive of the preaching of the Nazarene was the announcement 
of the coming of the Kingdom. This motive, morcover, was 
in no way foreign to the religious life of Isracl, since the pious 
Jew concentrates his thoughts at least three times a day on the 
promise of the Kingdom when he recites the Shemonch Esrch.* 

It is important to noticc, also, that an announcement of 
this kind docs not entail a definite system of doctrine. It 
could well be rounded off by a few practical counsels or precepts 
which might easily fall into line with a previous religious tradi- 
tion. In other words, it was possible even for a strict Jew, 
opposed to the introduction of any innovations into the religion 
of his fathers, to accept the message of Jesus. In fact, as soon 
as we get below the surface of the Gospel history we sec how 
right Loisy was when he said: “* The object of Jesus’ preaching 
was not to leave a written record of his doctrine for posterity, 
but to attract souls to the hope with which he was himself 
consumed.” * 

In endeavouring to estimate his position in relation to 
Judaism we shail be able to measure the extent of his religious 
originality. We shall consider him in his relation to the Torah, 
to the Temple, to the religion of the Rabbis and to that of the 
common people. 











i 
Jrsus AND THE Tora 


It is quite possible, and in our opinion probable, that the 
editors of the Gospels have exaggerated the devotion of Jesus 
to the Scriptures by attributing to him their own habit of intro- 


1L-a, i, 182, n. 1. 

*It is the eleventh petition of this prayer which deals with the 
coming of the Kingdom, (J. XXIK, ii, 460. 

? LXXIX, 192. 
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ducing them on every occasion. Still, there is no doubt that 
he sought for, and found, his principle of life and the justification 
of his course of action in the sacred books, for such is the attitude 
of the pious Jew. For the same reason, argument from Scripture 
holds an important place in his defence of his teaching, and it 
is interesting to notice that he had recourse to this form of 
argument to justify those of his actions which seemed at first 
sight in dircet opposition to the requirements of the Torah. 
When, for example, in Mark ii. 23, he wishes to exonerate his 
disciples who had gathered cars of corn on the Sabbath, he 
quotes the example of David and his soldiers who, driven by 
hunger, ate the shew-bread. In Mark x. 6 we might say that 
it is in the name of the spirit of the divine law that hc shows 
his disapproval of the concession of divorce granted in the 
Mosaic Law. In Mark xii. 85 he bases his refutation of the 
doctrine of the Scribes that the Messiah must be of the house 
of David, on the testimony of David himself. 

At this point cure is necessary, and we may borrow from 
Mgr. Batiffol a guiding principle of caution: “ Many passages 
from the Old ‘Testament introduced into the thread of various 
discourses of Jesus .. . are not so much quotations made by 
Jesus himself as a kind of harmony created by the earliest 
tradition,” that is to say, parallels between the sayings of the 
Master and those passages of Scripture which rounded them 
off and illustrated them, receiving from them in return increased 
meaning and value. Although these resemblances may, in 
many cases, svem forced, they nevertheless establish the relation- 
ship between the spirit of Jesus and that of the Bible, They 
are the fruit of the same tree. Nevertheless, the Synoptics 
show that the legalism of Jesus is capable, in practice, of remark- 
able elasticity. There is an inherent probability in such 
accommodations, since inspired people rarely conform un- 
reservedly to the pattern of ordinary law. They are heretics 
by nature, and those of them who accept the authority of a 
book never submit without a secret struggle, even when they 
imagine that they have taken up the most correct attitude 
towards it. The carly Prophets never quite accepted the 
nomistic point of view, and ranked religion of the heart above 
observance, ritual, puritications, and even sacrifices. Jesus 
carries on the prophetic tradition with which he was no doubt 
acquainted. 

Nor must we suppose that all traces of it had disappeared 
from the Israel of his day. Legalism was not everything, even 
to the Rabbis; and we must not forget that the Synoptics 

+ LXXX, 3107. 
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themselves give us a picture of the guod scribe as contrasted 
with the bad, that is to say, the man who lives his religion as 
opposed to him who lives off it, the man who finds in it the 
realization of his ideal, and not merely the gratification of his 
love of ostentation and of private gain. The Talmud gives us 
an even clearer insight into the character of the good scribe ; 
he stands for living religious feeling and moral judgment, as 
opposed to the letter of the law. Hence, in this respect Jesus 
is not so unique as he seems to be at first sight. 

He had not been through the discipline of the School, which 
would have taught him to concentrate on the-purely juridical 
and theological interpretations of the Torah, and so he could 
only go to the Book for the bread of his spiritual life, while 
reserving to himself that freedom of choice which individuals 
of deep and living piety in every religion have never surrendered, 
It has been supposed that he had formulated a doctrine of his 
own about the Law,? and that he judges it as a designedly 
imperfect expedient adapted by God to the conditions of a 
disobedient and corrupt people. His cmendations of the old 
precepts have been cited as a proof of this, for example the 
reference to divorce: “ For the hardness of your heart Moses 
wrote you this precept "* (Mark x. 1 ff.); the heightening of the 
commands ‘ Thou shalt not kill” (Matt. v. 21 ff.), “Thou 
shalt not commit adultery,” “ Thou shalt not forswear thyself” 
(Matt. v. 33), of the law of retribution (Matt. v. 88), and of the 
Jaw of love (Matt. v. 43}. Still, all this offers no traces of o 
doctrine as such. The inspired person interprets particular 
instances in relation to his gencral principle, which is to seck 
God and his spirit behind those religious formulas which satisfy 
the ordinary pious person ; to let the heart speak, to full buck 
instinctively upon the ideal which, in practice, is always weakened 
by embodiment in a precept. The Lawgiver allowed divorce in 
certain cases, but the ideal is an indissoluble union : he forbade 
murder, but the ideal is the avoidance of every form of violence : 
he condemned adultery, but the ideal is the suppression of 
unlawful desire. The Great Commandment which calls for the 
love of God and of one’s neighbour seems to imply, in view of 
all the individual instances to which it applies, that Jesus had 
a uniform outlook which bears the appearance of a doctrine. 
But we must beware of this false impression and refrain from 

















1 Lea. i, 198; CCXEXY, 44, and expecially the work of Abrahams, 
its entirety. Exeeption might be made with regard to 
certain details, but a» » whole, there is definite evidence of an obvious 
relationship between Jesus and the Rabbis, especially the Pharisces. 

* CXC, 70; CCKXXV, 49. 
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confusing the thought of Jesus with the deductions of Christian 
theology. 

All the elaborations already quoted remain, so to speak, 
within the spirit of the Law, so much so that Jesus might have 
thought, if he was really responsible for them, that, far from 
contradicting the spirit of the Law, they developed and eom- 
pleted it. When St. Francis of Assisi drew up his Rule he had 
no other intention than that of expressing the Gospel in terms 
of contemporary life. Similarly his Master thought he was 
speaking the truth when he declared that he had not come to 
abolish the Law, but, on the contrary, to fulfil it down to the 
last yod, the smallest letter of the alphabet (Matt. v. 17-18), 

An objection to this has been based on his attitude towards 
the Sabbath, the observance of which was clearly one of the 
essential requirements of the Law,? sinee the Torah pronounced 
sentence of death against transgressors (Exod. xxxi. 14 ff.). 
For the Rabbis Sabbath observance was a special privilege of 
Isracl * and a signal proof of its close relation to God. Further- 
more in their commentary on the divine ordinances in the 
Halacha the Rabbis had surrounded them with a network of 
minute regulations which increased their severity. Thus, we 
find that on a Sabbath day as the disciples of Jesus passed 
through a field they gathered ears of corn and ate them. Certain 
Pharisees who happened to be present upbraided the Master for 
allowing his followers to do that which is not lawful, namely to 
perform manual labour. His reply (Mark ii. 25) was that 
David, one day when he was hungry, had not hesitated to eat. 
the shew-bread consecrated to God in the sanctuary (1 Sam, 
xxi. Bff.), and furthermore that “ the Sabbath is made for man, 
not man for the Sabbath : therefore the Son of man is lord also 
of the Sabbath.” 

This passage raises considerable problems of exegesis, with 
which we are not concerned here ;* but it also raises a very 
serious question for a Jew. The Rabbis were agreed that the 
Sabbath was made for man, that is to say for the good of man, 
and that he should adapt it to his nceds. For instance, he must 
not run any risks through ious observation of it.4 Rabbi 
Simon ben Menacia, commenting on the text of Exodus xxxi. 
18, “' My sabbaths ye shall keep, for it is a sign between me and 


















Exod. xvi. 22 ff.; xx. 8-11; xxiii, 12; xxxiv. 225 


F mt I, 219. 
2h ihe commentaris of Lagrange, Klostermann, Strack and 
Billerbeck on Mark ii. ii. 1-8. 

* XXV, ii, 80-1; 
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you,” said “ The Sabbath is given to vou, not you to the Sab- 
bath."" Again Rabbi Jonathan, in the Babylonian Talmud, 
gives a picturesque rendering of the same idea, “ Profane a 
Sabbath so as to be able to observe it better.’ ! Still, this 
apparent laxity demanded by common sense by no menns 
implies that man was ‘ master of the Sabbath,” that is to say, 
that he could regulate its observance to suit himself, since 
Jchovah himself, it was sometimes said, submitted to the Jaw 
which he had made. Indeed, no Jew would dare to say that 
the Sabbath was not made for God, for his honour and service. 

Nevertheless, it does not seem that the “attitude to the 
Sabbath adopted by Jesus is particularly revolutionary. The 
Nazarene never spoke of doing away with it, nor did he dis- 
parage it. If we believe that he made such a statement as is 
attributed to him by Mark, and that the editor is not merely 
putting into the mouth of the Master a justification of his own 
lax practice, that is, taking for granted the substantial accuracy 
of this passage concerning the Sabbath, there is only one possible 
conclusion, namely that Jesus followed the broader interpreta- 
tion of the Law. Of course the Phari: might oppose him 
with the letter of the Law, and their own jurisprudence, which 
refused to adapt the observance of the Sabbath to the everyday 
needs of man (ef. Luke xiii. 14); but he was not inclined either 
by origin or by upbringing to find such an argument congenial, 
and his more humane interpretation of the divine precept would 
seem to him much more in keeping with the spirit of the Torah 
than the formalistie rigour of the Rabbis. In his eyes the spirit 
of the Law overshadowed everything, and was all contained in 
the Great Commandment of the love of God.? 

This less rigid view of the Sabbath recalls the tolerant 
attitude of so many Roman Catholic priests towards manual 
labour on Sunday, or lapses from abstinence on Friday, nor 
need we exaggerate its importance. 

The question has been raised, however, whether Jesus, 
anticipating Paul, had not foreseen and predicted the abolition 
of the Law. The point is worth considering. It has been 
observed * that the Prophets had allowed a certain freedom in 
interpreting the idea of the Covenant between God and his 
people, which would not prevent a prophet like Jesus from 

‘OL, 4997.; XCVI, i, 123. 

* The impression arises that the chief difference between the Phat 
sees and Jesus is to be found in his attitude towards the dalacha, wl 
they respect as a kind of second Torah, while he, su it would scum, 
inclined to treat it less seriously. (f. T. Herfurd, Pharisaiam, Ite Aim 
and Method, 205, London, 1912. 

* COVE, 41. 
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actually believing himself in a position to conclude a new 
covenant with Jahweh. We read, for example, in Jeremiah 
xxxi. 81 ff. : 


“ Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, that 1 will make a new 
covenant with the house of Isracl and with the house of Judah: 
not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the 
duy that I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land 
of Egypt; which covenant they brake, although I was an husband 
saith the Lord. But this shall be the covenant that I 
i after those days I will put my 
Jaw in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be 
their God, and they shull be my people.” 





Again, Malachi iii. 1 proclaims that the sending of the 
“Messenger of the covenant, whom ye look for "’ is imminent. 
Furthermore, in the past, had not the people of Jahweh, or at 
least their ancestors, known many covenants, cach one accom- 
panicd by a sign which vouched for its genuineness? In 
Gen. ix. 27 the rainbow is a witness to the covenant between 
Jahweb and “all flesh upon the earth,” that is, Noah and his 
people. In Gen. xvii. 11 cireumeision is a proof of the covenant 
between God and the descendants of Abraham. In Ex. xxiv. 
8 ff. the sprinkling of blood marks a covenant between Jahweh 
and the people under the leadership of Moses after the giving 
of the law. Morcover, these covenants did not cancel one 
another out. Each one, complcting the other, served to renew, 
and by detining it, to consolidate, the fundamental covenant 
between the God of Israel and his chosen people. 

Any claim on the part of the Nazarcne to institute a new 
covenant would not therefore have implied an incomprehensible 
or offensive novelty. But did he make any such claim? The 
Last Supper, and the words there attributed to Jesus (Mark xiv. 
24), “ This is my blood of the New Testament” (té aiud pov tis 
d:a0yjx0)5), have been given in support of it.1 But even sup- 
posing that he ever uttered them, which is very questionable, 
and that he intended to signify the renewal of the old covenant 
by the shedding of blood, namely by a rite similar to that already 
made holy, these words could never be taken to imply the 
abolition of the old covenant and the introduction of a new one. 
There is no better proof of this than the attitude attributed in 
Acts (ii. 46 ff.) to the immediate disciples of Jesus, when they 
were gathered together in Jerusalem. Their very strict obser- 
vance of the Law clearly shows their ignorance of any supposed 
abolition of the Torah by their master. 

There are certainly some passages in the Guspels which are 


2 EB, art. Sacrifice, § 54. 
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at first sight somewhat disturbing. but even a cursory examina- 
tion of them shows that they are all capable of an interpretation 
which brings them into accord with what we have accepted as 
probability. Thus we read in Matthew xi. 12-13: “ And from 
the days of John the Baptist until now the Kingdom of Heaven 
suffereth violence, and the lent take it by force. For all the 
prophets and the law prophesied until John.”"—A passage which 
is echoed by Luke xvi. 16: ‘* The law and the prophets were 
until John : since that time the Kingdom of God is preached, 
and every man presseth into it.” 

The question arises whether the common source, which is 
Q, contained the assertion that the law and the prophets ended 
with John? If that were the case we should have to conclude 
that the mission of John made the Jaw obsolete, and John is 
not Jesus. But this is not the case. For it is clear from the 
text that it is only a question here of the law and the prophets 
in relation to the coming of the kingdom, as announced by them. 
This probably explains the peculiarity of Matthew when, 
contrary to custom, he put the prophets before the law. We 
must, therefore, simply take it to mean that up to the time of 
John it was the prophets and the law which announced the 
Kingdom, Then came John, and after John, Jesus himself. 
There is no question of the abolition of the law. 

Another passage used to bring the teaching of Jesus * into 
conflict with the ancient Law is Mark ii. 21 ff: 














“No man also seweth a picce of new cloth on an old gurment : 
else the new picce that filled it up taketh away from the old, and 
the rent is made worse. And no man putteth new wine into old 
bottles: else the new wine doth burst the bottles, and the wine is 
spilled, and the bottles will be marred: but new wine must be 
put into new bottles.” 





As used by Mark this passage serves to vindicate the action of 
the disciples in not fasting after the mumner of the Pharisees, 
but there is certainly no question of dispensing them frora the 
legal fasts, still less of condemning the practice of fasting itself. 
Strictly speaking, the only obligatory fast Jaid down by the 
Torah was on the day of Atonement, on the tenth day of the 
seventh month after the scapegoat had been sent into the 
wilderness (Lev. xvi. 29; xxiii. 27). On the other hand, fasting 
as & pious custom is referred to in a number of passages in the 





The formula “ since the days of John” connotes a lapse of time 
the mention of which comes more suitably from the pen of the editor 
of Matthew than from the mouth of Jesus. 

® GXC, 75, and especially CLXV, 10577. 


804 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


Nebiim and the Kethubim,' and it had become a common practice 
in the time of Jesus.2__ The very zealous Jews even bound them- 
selves to fast as a rule every Monday and Thursday, without 
counting the number of occasions gradually fixed by tradition. 
But tradition was not law, any more than customs were binding, 
and Jesus could perfectly well have condemned the practice 
of pious fasting without attacking the Torah, In order to know 
the real scope of his parable, we must be perfectly sure of the 
oceasion that suggested it and of the sctting in which he placed 
it. But Mark gives us neither one nor the other for certain,? 
so that a direct interpretation of the passage is our only resource. 
Those who attribute to it the great importance to which I 
have just referred, take “ the old ’’ to mean Judaism, and “ the 
new "' to mean Christianity, and consider the two to be mutually 
exclusive, '* One cannot pour the generous wince of the Gospel 
into the worn-out wine-skins of Judaism” (Monnier). But if 
that. was really the idea of Jesus it is sadly out of kecping with 
his behaviour. Nowhere clse does he appear in the role of a 
separatist, nowhere does he withdraw himself from Isracl.4 
The odds, then, are in favour of a less general interpretation of 
the comparison, that is of its application to a particular instance, 
which, like so many others, has escaped us. Possibly it refers 
to certain Pharisaical practices, but there is absolutely nothing, 
even in its form, which entitles us to sce in it a condemnation 
cither of Judaism or of the Law. There would naturally have 
been a great temptation lo interpret this text as a kind of 
justification of the anti-legalism of Paul, but this could only 
have been donc by an illegitimate transposition. We have 
only to recall the episode at Jacob’s well, recorded by John, 
where Jesus says to the woman of Samaria (John iv. 21 ff.) + 


“ Woman, believe me, the hour cometh, when ye shall neither 
in this mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, worship the Father... . 
But the hour cometh, and now is, when the true worshippers shall 
worship the Father in spirit and in truth: for the Father seeketh 
such to worship him.” 


There can be no doubt that we have here an announcement 
that the old Jewish law will be abandoned, and that the new 
law will take its place : but it is not Jesus who says it but the 
Evangelist, and his assertion is, we venture to say, a product of 
Paulinism. 


1 Examples taken ut rearees Sam. xii. 16; Isa. Iviii.; Jer. xiv. 
3 Ps, Ixix. 1F; Esth. iv. 3_ete. 
Feaing : nn ii, 489 ff. 

XCVI, i. «CL, 45. 
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The view that Jesus had thought of discarding the Torah 
and that he could have said that it would be replaced by another 
Jaw is not supported by any genuine passage.’ All that we 
find in the Synopties is an occasional suggestion of prophetic 
liberty in interpreting the leer of the Law: a hint of conflict 
between the spirit of the law and customary practice with regard 
to certain special points ; and so we may say that while we find 
contradiction in facts arising out of this or that circumstance, 
we find no contradiction in principle, no general opposition. 

Those who disagree with this conclusion, for reasons based 
on ecclesiastical tradition rather than on the Gospels, are eon- 
fronted by an extremely embarrassing passage in Matthew (v. 
17-20) : 

“ Think not that I am come to destroy the Law, or the prophet 

1 am not come to destroy, but to fulfil (xAngdeud, For ve 

say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot of one tittle shal 

in no wise pass from the Law, till all be fulliled, Whosovver there- 
fore shall break one of these least commundiments, and shutl teach 
men $0, he shall be called the least in the Kingdom of Heaven : 
but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called 
great in the Kingdom of Heaven. For I sny unto you, that except 
your rightcousness shall exceed the righteousness of the scribes 
and Pharisees ye shull in no case enter into the Kingdom of Heaven.” 














The only interpretation of which this passage, at first sight, 
seems capable, is that the Law and the prophets are, and remuin, 
the foundation of righteousness in the eyes of God. Only by 
fulfilling their commandments is it possible to gain a place in 
the Kingdom, and the more exact the fullilment of the precepts, 
the better the place. It is important to notice, however, that 
the verses in question act as an introduction to a development 
of the Sermon on the Mount, in which we find Jesus going beyond 
the Law, and intensifying injunctions concerning murder, 
adultery, oaths, revenge, and the love of one's neighbour (v. 
21-48). This apparent contradiction has been an occasional 
source of trouble to commentators.* 

But at this point we find that Luke xvi. 17 in a context 
entirely different from the one under discussion, offers us the 
following : “It is easier for heaven and carth to pass, than 
for one tittle of the Jaw to fall.”*? But Luke is full of the idea 














1 We do not take into consideration the use made of the parable of 
the fig-tree that was cursed (Mark xi. 12 ff.), nor of that of the barren 
fig-tree (Luke xiii. 6 ff.) (CXC, 75) with the samc end in view. These 
two passages possibly refer to the rejection of an obstinately unbelieving 
Israel, but not to the abolition of the Law. 

*OXLL, 103; LXVIL, 81. 

* CII, i, 562. 
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of the Kingdom also when he writes this phrase, because the 
preceding verse is that which we have already encountered : 
“The law and the prophets were until John; since that time 
the kingdom of God is preached, and evcry man presseth into 
it.” On the other hand, verse 18 condemns divorce and the 
remarriage of divorced people, and therefore brings us face to 
face with one of the precepts peculiar to Jesus in his amplifica- 
tions of the law. So we must undoubtedly conclude from this 
that Luke, although he is using data from the same source in a 
different way from Matthew, nevertheless ke.ps the same 
perspective, and his cvidence in this case points in the same 
direction. 

Before attempting to fix the meaning of this passage from 
Matthew, we must remember that in the mind of a Jew there 
could be no doubt about the eternity of the Torah * and conse- 
quently, any statement which insisted upon the unalterable 
character of its legal obligations would only be a platitude. It 
should also be observed that the meaning of xAygdcat, here 
translated as “ to fulfil,”’ is not clearly defined, and could equally 
well be rendered “to perfect,” “to complete,” “to deepen,” 
cach of which fits in better with what follows in the text. 
Having said that, we may go on to observe that verses 18 and 
19 seem to haye been artilicially interpolated between verses 17 
and 20, which, when read in scquence, fit in better with the flow of 
the argument. The word “ for’ (yag) placed at the beginning 
of verse 20 has no connexion at all with what is said in verse 
19, and, on the other hand, connects up perfectly well with 
verse 17 and fils in with xAyodoa, It is difficult not to feel 
that these parasitic verses are directed against Paul? who was 
playing havoc with the Law, and that they perfectly represent 
the '* legalism ” which is attributed by tradition to the followers 
of James, the Judwo-Christians.* 

If this impression is correct, the remaining passage, which 
can be traced to an authentic tradition, provides no further 
difficulty. Jcsus has no thought of abolishing the Law, rather 
does he identify himself with it. He lives it, so to speak, in 
such a way that instinctively he brings it to perfection in its 
true meaning, and he is conscious of realizing it more fully than 
the Pharisees ever do, who adhere strictly to the letter of it, and 
fail to examine all its inherent potentialities. He lives in very 
truth under the Law: Paul was right about this (Gal. iv. 4). 
He is penetrated with it, without being destroyed by it. Urged 

’ References KCIX, 41, and LXIY, i, 245 9. 

* CM, 567; LXVIL, 82. Contra, on very weak grounds, CII, 95. 

* Gal. ii, 12; Acts xv. 1 ff. 
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on by the prophet in him, while basing himself on it he goes 
beyond it, but only in the direction which the Law itself 


suggests. 
nr 
JESUS AND THE TEMPLE 


The Law implied a practi 





It was not merely a code of 
religious and moral precept also ordained certain rites. 
While he accepted and recommended the former, did he also 
take pleasure in the latter, and demand its observance? Un- 
doubtedly it was impossible to imagine one without the other in 
Israel. But we must not forget that the Essences, who revered the 
Torah, rejected the Temple and its ritual.’ In point of fact, two 
tendencies had existed for a long time among the Jews regarding 
religious practices. The one was strictly legalistic, formalistic 
and unbending; the other, more clastic, was less rigorously 
attached to the rites, This attitude may be called “ prophetic 
and moral,” that is to say it was concerned above all with 
conduct, interpreted according to the mind of the prophets, 
For example we read in Siraeh vii. 9 ff: 
“Say not: To the multitude of my offerings he will look, and 
my sacrifices shall be acceptable to the Most High: cease not to 
pray, and neglect not to give alms." 


And in Tobit xii. 7 ff: 


“Do good, and evil shall not come upun you. The good is 
prayet, and fasting, ao and justice. 


And in Judith xvi. 


“ Sweet-smelling sacrifices ure but little, and a small thing fat 
offered in holucaust. But he who fears the Lord is great for ever.” 












It is to this second way of thinking that Jesus probably 
belonged, both naturally and according to the tradition in 
which his path was set. Without insisting on the fact m any 
other way, the Evangelists give us the impression that he lived 
like a pious son of his people.? He went up to the Temple for 
the feasts; he paid the Temple didrachma; he kept the Pass- 
over. And there is every reason to believe that if he never 
referred to all these practices it was because he took them for 
granted. He might condemn poses, ostentation in speech or 
behaviour, or exaggerated legalism ; but one docs not find him 
inveighing against ritua] practices.? We have no means of 

> XXIX, ii, 568. 7 XLIV, 38. 7 EB, art. Sacrifice, § 54. 


308 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


knowing what importance or value he attached to them, but 
there is no question that the Evangelists depict him as giving 
precedence to the religion of the heart and spirit over mere 
titual.1_ That is the conclusion to be drawn from the celebrated 
passage of the Great Commandment (Mark xii. 28), the essential 
part of which is: 


“And one of the scribes came .. . and asked him, Which is 
the first commandment of all’ And Je: 
first of all the commandments is, Hear, 
God is one lord; and thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all 
thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind, and with 
all thy strength (Deut. vi. 4-5). And the second is like, namely 
this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself (Lev. xix. 18). 
There ig none other commandment grentcr than these. And the 
seribe said unto him, Well, Master, thou hast said the truth; for 
there in one God and there is none other but he; and to love him 
with all the heart, and with all the understanding, and with all 
the soul, und with all the strength, and to love his neighbour as 
himself, ia more then all whole burnt offerings and sacrifices. And 
when Jesus saw thet he answered discreetly, he said unto him, 
Thou art not fur from the Kingdom of God.” 








By adopting such an attitude Jesus placed himself alongside 
the old prophets, whose age had called for the same require- 
ments as his own. Let us also add that he conformed to the 
best tradition of the Phurisces of his own day.? Rabbi Johanan, 
a disciple of Hillel, may be found, on the eve of the national 
disaster of a.p. 70, teaching that charitable works are of greater 
value than sacrifices and the Temple. They surpass them 
without rendering them superfluous, making them fruitful 
without abolishing them. 

Jesus, the prophet, of necessity approached religion from 
what we may call its subjective side ;_ by this we mean that his 
primary intcrest was in the deeper feelings of the individual 
concerning God and the moral law. The objective side was 
overshadowed, and I think that, had he been forced to make a 
choice, the Nazarene would not have hesitated, But he never 
had to make the choice, and there is nothing which allows us 
to believe that, although relegating the religious rites to a 
secondary place, he would have been willing to dispense with 
them. 

There can be no doubt that he relegated them to a secondary 
place. He probably did not attach any greater importance 
to scrupulous observance of the legal purifications than he 

1 Cf. Matt. ix, 18 and xii. 7, which attributes to him the saying in 
Hosea vi. 6: ~ I desire mercy and not sacrifice.” 

*L-a, i, 199. 
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attached to keeping the Sabbath or to fasting. He never 
speaks of circumcision. He prescribes no new rites. He does 
not baptize,’ and when he is supposed to be sending the Apostles 
out to preach (Matt. x.) he does not give them any instructions 
to baptize. It is impossible, from the critical point of view, to 
speak of his having instituted the Eucharist. Baptism and the 
breaking of bread are carly Christian customs whose institution 
has been erroneously ascribed to the Master. 

The Evangelists tell us very little of his attitude towards 
the Temple. John refers to several visits made by Jesus to 
Jerusalem for the major feasts (ii. 18 ff.; v. 1 ff.; vii. 2 ff). 
Mark i. 44 tell us that after curing a leper he orders him to 
make the Temple offering prescribed by the Torah (Lev. xiv.). 
Matthew v. 23 attributes to him a remark insisting on the need 
of being reconciled with “ thy brother (who) has aught against 
thee’? before ‘“ bringing thy gift to the altar"; which pre- 
sumably implies that it is necessary, or at least lawful, to make 
an offering. 

It is reasonable therefore to suppose that, in common with 
everybody exeept the Essenes, he accepted the Temple and its 
rites as an unquestioned part of the religious life of Isracl. 
Had he rejected them we should have known it, since carly 
tradition would have been concerned to retail the fact,? and 
would not have shown us the Apostles edifying the people by 
their devotion to the Temple shortly after their Master’s death 
{Acts ii. 46). How far did he practise what he believed 2? We 
may as well admit that we do not know. The commentators 
who refuse to admit this want of definite information have 
drawn frail conclusions from doubtful passages. It is intel- 
ligible that believers in the absolute originality of Jesus, and 
of his complete detachment from Judaism, should maintain that 
the Temple had no place in his teaching, ‘that in his estimation 
it had no value for his religion of love.? But the fact that such 
a position is intelligible docs not prove that it is true. If Jesus 

1 No attention need be paid to the Jast verse of Matthew, which 
is put into the mouth of the Risen Christ, and which would be meaning- 
less in the mouth of Jesus. Although John ascribes the practice 
of Baptism to the Master, this statement ii onee corrected by John 
iv. 1, which limits it to the Apostles, that is to say, which traces it to 
the primitive community and not to Jesus. 

+A passage in the Gospel of the Ebionites preserved by Epiphanius 
(Her., xxx, 16) would be disturbing if its authenticity could be relied 
on: “ Lam come to abolish sacrifice, and until you cease to give sacrifice 
the wrath of God will be your portion.” Nothing can be concluded 
from a saying of this kind, because it is unique, and comes down to 
us detached from its context. 

* GLKV, 122; CCXXXV, 519.; XLIV, 40. 
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shared the current belief and followed the general practice with 
regard to the Temple, then there was clearly no need for him to 
refer to them more often than the Evangelists tell us he did. 
Of course if we accept Matthew xii. 6, he announced one day, 
in the presence of the Pharisees, that he was greater than the 
Temple (‘ In this place is one greater than the Temple”); but 
this statement, which is only found in the first Gospel, seems 
so unlikely that it is not worth retaining. How could Jesus, 
who does not preach about himself, at any rate in the Synoptics, 
have dared to make such a statement without being immediately 
assailed for his blasphemy ? This fictitious logion of Matthew 
entirely falsifies the meaning of the parallel passage in Mark, 
and represents a Christological attitude foreign to Jesus. 

Finally, if, in certain circumstances, the Nazarene did pre- 
dict the destruction of the Temple (Mark xiii. 1-2, and its echo 
in xiv. 88) that docs not mean that he despised it. It only 
implies that he has taken up a message already proclaimed by 
the prophets, Micah (iii, 12), Jeremiah (xxvi. 18), Enoch (xe. 
28). 

To sum up, his attitude towards religious practices, rites, 
and even to the Temple itself is the same as his attitude towards 
the Law ; he docs not blame or condemn any of the principles 
accepted by his people, but renewing the tradition of the 
prophets, his tendency is to restrict formalistic practice in 
favour of spontaneous piety. He is none the less a Jew deeply 
rooted in the religion of his ancestors and wholly absorbed 
by it. 

Nevertheless, his conception of this religion is not that of 
the Rabbis: his feeling towards it is not identical with 
theirs, A layman, even a pious Jayman, had no time to study 
the 618 written, and the 1,000 unwritten commandments of 
the Law with which the scribes occupied themselves.! He has 
no concern with the formalistic scruples which complicated 
exegesis. The same can be said of the pedantry of the 
“ masters,” an indisereet flaunting of their knowledge of Scrip- 
ture which humiliated and annoyed the layman, a claim to the 
monopoly of true religion. Had not the great Hillel himself 
said?: ‘Much Torah means much life; much study, much 
wisdom; much alms, great joy’? A prophet spurred on and 
led by his personal inspiration cannot adapt himself to the 
claims of the School, A man of the people, addressing himself 
to the people, under the inspiration of Jahweh, Jesus was 
absolutely obliged to offer his hearers a way into the Kingdom 
different from that of the Rabbis. For this reason Matthew v. 

1 CCEXXIX, 19. * Pirke Aboth, 2, 7. 
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20, with every appearance of truth, puts into his mouth the 
following words : 
“For I say unto you, That except your righteousness shall 


exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shail in 
no case enter into the kingdom of Heaven.” 


The Greek d:xacoavvn is very imperfectly rendered by our 
word “ righteousness " since in the New Testament it is opposed 
to duagria (sin), to dvopla (the fact of not knowing, or of 
despising the law), or to dxafugala (uncleanness), According 
to the Evangelists, therefore, Jesus wishes to imply that the 
religious method of the doctors is neither necessary nor sufficient 
for entry into the Kingdom. He could not avoid dwelling on 
or proclaiming this conviction, because his whole mission was 
precisely to preach a “ way ” which turned aside from that of 
the scribes. Undoubtedly the meanderings of the Halacha, 
when he glanced at them, must have struck him as a particularly 
thorny and tortuous road to the Father. It would be unwise, 
however, to trust too much to the impression given by the 
Evangelists that a state of extreme hostility exists between 
himself and the scribes.? We must remember that when the 
Synopties were being compiled, the arch-enemy of the Christian 
brethren was the Jewish Rabbi, who embodied the offence and 
unbelief of Israel. It is therefore to be feared that these 
compilers have made Jesus the mouthpiece of an animosity 
which is in truth their own. The Nazarene was sufficiently 4 
Jew not to contest the lawfulness of the function of the teacher 
of the Law, which is to “sit in the Moses scat,” that is, to 
explain and comment on the Law (Matt. xxiii. I ff.). But he 
distinguishes between the good scribe who practises what he 
preaches and does not cxaggcrate legalism at the expense of 
simple and sincere religious fecling, and the false scribe, who 
does exactly the opposite, violating it himself, secking to 
complicate it, and claiming the right to hinder all its impulses 
in the name of the principles of the School, or of the traditions 
of the elders (Mark vii. 5: 4 xupuddotg tH nysofvtépow), that 
is, of the Talmud in embryo. The Synoptics do not mislcad 
us when they assert that Jesus hates the false scribe. 

On one point, at least, he parts company with the gvod 
scribe; I refer to his sympathy with the dyaptoAoi, the am- 
haares, defiled because they are necessarily sinners in that they 
do not strictly observe the law.* Even the tolcrant Hillel 
would seem to have declared that: “None of the am-haares 

3 Cf. Mark ii. 6-7, 18-22, 23-8 ; iii. 1-6; vii. 1-28, and the Synopsis, 

* La, i, 188, n. 1, Cf. the preceding volume, 
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is godly.” 1 And no doubt this statement may aptly be com- 
pared with that put into the mouth of the Pharisees by John 
vii. 49: ‘This people who knoweth not the law are cursed.” 
The children of Heaven, according to the scribes, are the strict 
legalists, and are opposed to the children of earth, that is the 
am-haareg, as two socially distinct classes might be today. 
The haber (companion) * and the am-haareg in the environ- 
ment of those times, are at issuc as capital and labour are with 
us, But Jesus is on the side of the am-haareg by virtue of his 
prophctic spirit as much as by that of his humble birth. “* They 
that be whole need not a physician but they that are sick” 
(Matt. ix. 11-18).4 And the saying, if it is his, attributed to 
him in the Logia (Matt. ii. 5; Luke vii. 22), that he had come 
to preach the Good Tidings to the poor (atwyd: ebayyediZorrat) 
who arc identified with the sinners, is a clear statement of his 
aims, and places him in the authentic tradition of the prophets.* 
He is addressing these who rarely bring exactness or zeal to the 
performance of their “ Religious duties " 7 and who would have 
great need of transformation in order to find acceptance in the 
day of Jahweh ; but who are secretly capable of sincere and 
ardent religious feeling, are by no means sceptics, and are stil! 
susceptible to the word or sign which has power to move them. 
He does not despise their religion. His own religion is essentially 
that of the best among them, of those in whom the love of God 
supplies the lack of theology, and faith replaces the study of 
the Law. Faith in what? In the omnipotence of Jahweh 
and ty the near approach of his Kingdom bringing blessing to 
Israel. 

To sum up, Jesus appears to us as a belated scion of the 
Prophets. Such a description is the best explanation of the 
fact that while at heart as much a Jew as any man could be, 
he appears, cven allowing for the misreprcesentations of the 
Evangelists, to differ considerably from the various types into 
which Israel of that time scems at first sight to be divided. 

' Pirke Aboth, 2, 5. 

*Enoch ci. 1. Cf. Matt. v. 9; viol Geod and Pirke Aboth, 8, 14. 

* XXIX, ii, seo, 

“Matt. xi. 19.“ The fricnd of publicans and sinners” (redwviw 
gilog xai duagridr). The publican is grouped with the sinner because 
his duties are at variance with the moral law. 

+ Cf. Luke xix. 10: “ The Son of Man is come to seek and to save 
that which was lost.” 

* Cf. Micah vi. 8; Isa. Ixi, 2: edayyelMoao$a: mrmyok dreoradxd pe. 
The saying in the Gospel may owe its form and even its origin to the 
passage in Isaiah, but the fact itself is obviously reminiscent of the 
quotation. 

7 XXIX, ii, 387g. 
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He is different from the Sadducee, the Pharisec, the Essene, 
the scribe, the zealot, the revolutionary always ready to fly to 
arms, the dreamer obsessed by his apocalyptic fantasy. Clearly 
his object was neither to destroy, nor properly speaking to 
reform, the Jewish religion, but to introduce into it as a pre- 
dominant influence a certain spirit, the active principle, if we 
May so call it, of the profound faith which is in him, and of the 
supreme hope which he proclaims. 





CHAPTER V 
THE PROBLEM OF UNIVERSALISM—THE CHURCH 
I 
Tue STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


EFORE we analyse the content of the teaching of Jesus, 

one more question must be raised which has often been 
the occasion of acrimonious ussion. To whom was the 
teaching of Jesus addressed 2? To his fellow-countrymen or to 
the world ? Was it for his contemporaries, or for all time ? 
It is dangerous to claim that the question finds an answer in 
the fact of the existence of the Church as a development in- 
tended, or at least authorized by Jesus. Such an argument 
is a mere petitio principii, and though of frequent occurrence 
must be avoided. 

By the time Jesus appeared, Jewish thinkers had long ceased 
to believe that though Jahweh was the god of Israel, other 
nations might have their own gods. Jahweh had come to be 
regarded as the only God, the ruler of a world created by his 
will, but at the same time it became increasingly difficult to 
maintain that. the insignificant Jewish nation was the sole object 
of his favour, and that the rest of mankind, at least in theory, 
did not share in his goodwill.t The more liberal point of view 
naturally tended to prevail among the Jews of the diaspora, 
many of whom undertook the task of enlightening pagans, and 
of conycrting them from the worship of idols to that of the 
true God. This is obviuusly the whole purpose of a great part 
of Judswo-Hellenistic literature.* 

Philo of Alexandria teaches that every man forsaking the 
worship of idols for the True God is a member of the true 
Isracl, which is not to be confused with Israel according to 
the flesh.3 In the opinion of Philo the best proof of the superi- 
ority of Judaism to all other religions is its universal character. 
Nevertheless, the underlying motive of this universalism is not 

IT lie g. Cf. Ps. xxxvi. 7; exlv. 9. 15.7; Jonah iii, 

+ XxIX, iii, sg. » XXIX, iii, 550. 
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so much an ardent desire for the triumph of divine truth as 
a patriotic fervour, whose hopes projected themselves into the 
future the more they were frustrated in the present. 

The hope of the Psalmist finds expression in the prophetic 
utterance (Ps. xxii. 27): 


“All the ends of the world shail remember and turn unto the 
Lord; and all the kindreds of the nations shall worship before 
thee.” 


Jeremiah (xxxi. 38 ff.) puts inte the mouth of Jahwch himself 
the promise : 


“I will be their God and they shall be“ my people. And 
they shall teach no more every man his neighbour and every man 
is brother saying ‘Know the Lord’ for they shall all know 





In order to understand the real significance of these two 
passages we must compare them with Psalm xlvii. 1-7: 

“O clap your hands, all ye people; shout unto God with the 
voice of triumph ... for he nek subdue the people under us, 
and the nations under our feet . . . for God is the King of all 
the earth; sing ye praises... .” 

In other words, if the inheritance of the Jew has become 
that of all mankind, it is because all mankind has first been 
converted to Judaism. Hence the Kingdom, as was promised, 
is indeed reserved for the sced of Jacob, and this seed includes 
both the descendants according to the flesh and those acquired 
by conversion ; the true children and the adopted ones. The 
universalism of Judaism is, therefore but the triumphant 
extension of its particularism. 

Those who believe that Jesus foresaw, desired, and prepared 
the historical development of Christianity are obliged to main- 
tain that he was a universalist, but in the cyes of the historian 
the grounds for this conviction are open to question. It is 
obviously difficult for anybody who is completely under the 
influence of dogma to admit that something entirely different 
took place from that which Christ himself intended, but this 
point of view does not concern the historian, who can rely only 
upon documentary evidence. 

There is no doubt that the earliest Christian writings leave 
us with the clear impression that the Jews to whom the Good 
Tidings were first offered refused them, owing to their invincible 
bardness of heart, and that thereupon they were offered to the 
Gentiles, who received them more kindly. By the time the 
Synoptics were edited, the faith had been transplanted into 
Greek soil, On Jewish soil it found no new recruits and was 
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everywhere meeting with relentless hostility. To those who 
were under its sway this state of things would naturally be 
accepted as part of the deliberate plan of God, and they inevi- 
tably looked for a justification of it in the words and acts of 
the Lord. It was unthinkable that he should not have fore- 
seen and foretold it. 

In the Synoptics, indeed, there are narratives and, above 
all, allegorical parables, of which the obvious intention is to 
point out that the Jews have rejected the Truth, but that the 
Gentiles have welcomed it and are therefore worthy of it. Take 
for example the parable of the wicked Husbandmen (Mark 
xii. 1 ff.; Matt. xxi. 88 ff.; Luke xx. 9 ff.). The husbandmen 
are the Jews; the servants of the master whom they illtreat 
and drive out, one after the other, are the prophets; the son 
who is heir to the vineyard and whom they scize and kill is 
the Lord himself. This parable, against all probability, is put 
into the mouth of Jesus, whereas in reality it agrees perfectly 
with the teaching of the Apostles, which is based on what they 
had learnt from experience and the facts of history! Again, 
the parable of the barren fig-tree (Mark xi. 12) points, although 
less clearly, in the same direction, and still more so does the 
parable of the Marriage Feast (Matt. xxii. 1 ff.; Luke xiv. 16 
and ff.). This feast, that is to say the message of the truth, 
had been prepared for the Jews, who refused to come, and 
therefore outsiders enjoyed the benefit of it. There is no need 
to Inbour the point. We have enough evidence already to 
enable us to sce how the conditions under which the Gospel 
editors lived were projected back into the teaching of Jesus in 
the form of assertions and predictions veiled as allegorics. 
This was made inevitable by the necessity for justifying the 
transference of the Jewish inheritance to the Gentiles on the 
authority of Jesus. 

An example of this is to be found in the story of the cen- 
turion of Capernaum (Matt. viii. 6 ff.; Luke vii. 1 ff.) who, 
while recognizing that he was unworthy that the Lord should 
enter under his roof, nevertheless had sufficient faith to expect 
the miraculous cure that would follow one word from Jesus. 
Let us look at the verse put into the mouth of Jesus : 


“I say unto you, I have not found so great faith, no, not in 
Istacl, And I say’ unto you, that many shall come from the East 
and West, und shall sit down with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob 
in the Kingdom of Heaven. But the children of the Kingdom shall 
be east out into outer darkness: there shall be weeping and gnashing 
of teeth.” 


Lop. Acts Hi, 22-3. 
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The centurion represents the well-disposed Gentiles who 
have deserved the priceless benefit rejected by Isracl.t 

The episode of the Canaanite woman teaches the same Jesson 
(Mark viz. 24 and ff.}. When this woman begs Jesus to cure 
her daughter who is tormented by an unclean spirit, he replies : 
“Let the children first be filled; for it is not mect to take 
the children’s bread, and to cast it to the dogs.’’ Neverthe- 
Jess, touched by the woman’s faith, he heals her daughter. 
This is an exception made in favour of onc individual. But 
by the time the Gospels were being cdited, the dogs had replaced 
the children at the distribution of bread, and the execption 
had become the rule. Still, the first reply undoubtedly retleets 
the attitude of Jesus, or at any rate that which the Evangelists 
had reason to attribute to him, for they would hardly have 
created a gratuitous difliculty for themselves. It is important 
to note the statement which Matthew x. 5 ff. puts into his 
mouth: “Go not into the way of the Gentiles and into any 
city of the Samaritans enter ye not. But go rather to the 
lost sheep of the house of Isracl.” * 

Although Jesus may have looked with genuine favour on 
individual Gentiles because of their faith, nevertheless his 
attitude towards Universalism was the same as that of his more 
liberal-minded fellow-countrymen who deprecated the adyent 
of the Gentiles into the Jewish fold. The idea of breaking 
down these barriers and of addressing the world at large could 
never have entered his head. But the Gentile Christians were 
bound to attribute this-intention to him, since it was thcir 
only justification. For this reason Matthew xxviii. 19 gives, 
as the final instruction of the Riscn Christ, the commandment, 
“ Go ye and teach all nations.” Mark xvi. 15 and Luke xxiv, 
47 do the same, and the difference in the wording of the three 
versions does not alter the significance of this fictitious utterance, 

For it is fictitious, and it is superfluous to point out that 
8 correction made in the teaching of the living Jesus by the 
Risen Jesus does not carry conviction. We need only re- 
member the conflict in the primitive community between the 
disciples, who wished to ad! to the Jewish type of Chris- 
tianity, and the more liberal Jews represented by Paul, who 
boldly carried the Christian hope to the Gentiles even to the 





1 Gf. The story of the ten lepers (Luke xvii. 11 ff.) healed by Jesus, 
only one of whom shows any proper gratitude, and he is a Samaritan. 

1 Cf. Matt. xv. 24 (episode of the Canaanite woman): “J am not 
sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel." XXIV, i, 128 J. 
clearly indicates that this is the true point of view of Jesus.” See alo 
LXXXW, 255. 
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point of abandoning for their sake the whole of the legalism 
of Isracl.1_ We must ask ourselves whether the companions of 
Jesus would have dared to contravene his express command 
and repudiate his example by maintaining an attitude of in- 
veterate hostility to the non-Judaizing Gentiles. On the other 
hand, if he had expressed any wish on the subject, surely the 
liberals would have triumphantly appealed to his example, and 
if it had been in their powcr would have confounded the recal- 
citrants by quoting his command. 

The truth of the matter apparently is that Jesus was not 
only not a Universalist in the modern sense, but that he never 
asked himself if he ought to be. The idea of addressing him- 
self dircetly to the Gentiles would have been meaningless to 
him, Had he claimed to be the founder of a new religion, or 
even to give a new form or new direction to the Jewish religion, 
it is reasonable to suppose that he would have wished to extend 
his mission over a wider ficld than that of Judaism. But no 
explanation of that kind is possible. He came to announce 
the fulfilment of the Promises and the realization of the Great 
Hope. What could an announcement of this kind mean to the 
Gentiles ? It could only be reasonably addressed to those who 
had been the recipients of the Promises, and who drew their 
courage from them; to those fired by that hope; in other 
words, to Jews alone. The isolated occasions on which Jesus 
healed goyim who believed in his personal power were merely 
deeds of mercy unrelated to the real scope of his mission. By 
remaining profoundly Jewish, and only allowing the Gentiles 
access to the true fuith by way of Isracl,? his immediate disciples 
were undoubtedly acting in agreement with the ideas of their 
Master. It was only later on, when, side by side with the hope, 
the outlines of a erced began to take shape, that adherence 
to this creed was looked upon as the necessary and sufficient 
condition of acceptance into the Christian community. But 
by that time Christianity had been born, and a Christological 
religion was taking the place of the teaching of Jesus. We 
shall go on to explain this statement. 








Il 
Tue Cuurch 


In the minds of present-day Christians the Universalism 
of Jesus is proved by the existence of the Church which he is 
held to have intended and founded. There is no question here 

1 Cf. Acts xi. 18-15; Gal. iii. "Acts iii, 1; ii, 46; xv. 5. 
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of that body which we now call the Roman Catholic Church, 
which, as everyone agrees, has gradually matured in the course 
of centuries, but of the establishment of certain principles in 
which that development was implicit, to the extent that the 
passage of time and the experience of successive ages only 
resulted in the unfolding of the prophetic mantle with which 
Peter had been invested by his Master. 

In Matthew xvi. 18 ff. there is a famous passage regarded 
by Catholic theologians as conclusive... It refers to what is 
called the Confession of Peter. In answer to the question of 
Jesus, Peter replies : 








“Thou art the Christ, the Son of the Living God! (17) And 
Jesus answered and said unto him, Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona : 
for flesh and blood (ie. man) hath not revealed it unto thee, but 
my Father which is in Heaven. (18) And 1 say also unto thee, 
that thou art Peter and upon this ruck * 1 will build my church ; 
and the gates of hell* shail not prevail against it, (19) And f will 
give unto thee the Keys of the Kingdon: of Heaven ; and whatso- 
ever thou shalt bind on earth, shail be bound in Heaven: and 
whatsoever thou shalt Joose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven.” 





Taken as a whole the indications of this passage are per- 
fectly plain. It implies that Jesus deliberately intended to 
found on earth his own church which would be under the 
supreme guidance, even in its heavenly counterpart, so to 
speak, of certain men to whom he delegates the necessary 
authority. He says nothing delinite about the Jength of time 
this church is to last, but he obviously means it to endure 
throughout the ages until the consummation of the world. 

Unfortunately this decisive passage is found on examination 






weburt. 


1 Cf. the various commentarics on Matthew ad locum, 
Paris, 1900, 


La Primauté de Pierre et la venue de Pierre a Home, pt. 
For a bibliography see XLV, i, 408, n. 1 

» This pun, which is easy in Greck (Petros = petra) is alsu possible 
in Aramaic, where Cephas = rock. 

* The Gates of Hell are those of the Lower Kingdom, the yates of 
death, of the death whieh shall not hold buck the believers who are 
destined for the blessed resurrecti¢ Cf. Hurnack, “ Der Spruch 
iiber Petrus als den Felsen der Kirche.” Sitz. Berichte der preus, Ak., 
1918, 637 f.; XXIV, i, 112 9.; CXI, 153. The mention of the keys 
is said to be of Greek origin (L. Lévy) because Ascus, the guardian 
of Hades, is called xiedodyo; = key-bearer: but we must bear in 
mind Isa. xxii. 2: “ And the key of the house of David will 1 tay 
upon his shoulder: so he shall open and none shall shut : and he shall 
shut and none shall open.” Nor must we forget that in current Jewish 
use “ To give the Keys of the Kingdom to” is the equivalent of “To 
make Grand-Vizier.” Again, to bind and to foose are technical terms 
used to declare an action permissible or not according to the obligations 
of the Law. Cf. LKXXIV, 86 f,, 258; CXI, 1537. 
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to present certain grave difficulties, of which we shall now only 
consider the more important. 

First of all Jet us examine the meaning of the expression 
“my Church.” For us this is clear because we know what 
the Church of Christ is; we have it before our eyes. But to 
the disciples, the word, not being explained by an existing fact, 
would certainly have needed amplification. Since this explana- 
tion is not forthcoming here, we might expect to find it else- 
where, as part of the cssence of Christ’s teaching, but not only 
is there no explanation of it anywhere in the New Testament, 
there is not even anything which corresponds to the expression 
“my Church.” 

Apart frum the very notion of a church, it is surprising 
that Jesus should say “‘ my Church ” when he never says else- 
where ‘my Kingdom,” ? only the Kingdom of God (Matt. xii. 
28; Luke xvii. 20; xix. 11) or the Kingdom of Heaven (Matt. 
xi. 12; xviii. 1). On the other hand, the word Church (¢xxAnoia) 
appears in one other place in the Synoptics, in Matthew 

ich Jesus is instructing the disciples how to 
reconcile an offending brother. The first effort must be directed 
to convincing him of his mistake, in private. If this is useless, 
an appeal for mediation must be made to certain persons of 
repute. If he is still obstinate it must be told to the church 
(eino» ti] éxxdnolg). But to tell the church means here, to 
tell the assembly of the faithful. The meaning of the word in 
this context is very different from that in Matthew xvi. 18. 
This is proved by the various steps in the method of recon- 
eiliation: a brother, several brethren, al] the brethren, are 
called to settle the dispute. Further, we do not ourselves 
believe in the authenticity of the tradition which attributes to 
Jesus the use of a word legitimately translated church, even in 
the sense of assembly, in the connexion referred to in Matthew 
xviii, 17, for the reason that it is not given in the parallel 
passage of Luke xvii. 3 ff., which is much the more credible 
of the two, that is to say, has every appearance of being earlier 
and more probably authentic. 
“If thy brother trespass against thee, rebuke him; and if he 
repent, forgive him, And if he trespass against thee seven times 

in a day, and seven times in s day turn again to thee, saying, I 

_fepent, thou shalt forgive him.”* 

Vin point of fact, Luke xxii. 30 has the words é tf aswelg nov, 
but when we compate this text with the two Synoptic passages in 
Matthew and Mark we sce that the use of the possessive is editorial. 
In the same wuy, in Matt. xiii. 41, the Kingdom of the Son of Man 


belongs to a secondary development, and in Matt, xx. 21, dy 7 Baowelg 
vov ix used by the mother of the sons of Zebedee and not by Jesus. 
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The Mattheean passage belongs to a time when the assembly 
of believers under the guidance of the Spirit was, in fact, 
supreme in matters of discipline as in matters of faith. Nothing 
of this kind can be attributed to Jesus. We are foreed, there- 
fore, to believe that the use of the word ecclesia, as we find 
it in Matthew xvi. 18, is unique in the Synoptics, and this 
conclusion is disquieting. 

A further equally disturbing conclusion to which we are 
forced, is that the verses in Matthew which mention the ecclesta 
are an interpolation.! In Mark viii. 27 ff. and Luke ix. 18 ff. 
there is a narrative which is the exact equivalent of what we 
find in Matthew xvi. 18, 14, 15, 16 and 20. This account shows 
no traces of the contents of Matthew xvi. 17, 18, and 19. Again, 
if we compare these three verses with the remainder of the 
context, it is obvious that they interrupt the sequence. Here 
is the whole passage of Mark, which also agrces with the passage 
in Luke: 


“And Jesus went out, and his disciples, into the towns of 
Cresarea Philippi s and by the way he asked his disciples, saying 
unto them, Whom do men say that Iam? And they answered, 
John the Baptist: but some say Elias; and others, Onc of the 
prophets. And he saith unto them, But whom say ye that 1 am? 
And Peter answereth and saith unto him, Thou art the Christ. 
And he charged them that they should tell no man of him.” 


It is evident at once that the three verses of Matthew, 
which have no equivalent either in Mark or Luke, represent a 
different point of view from that implied in those which are 
common to the three Synoptics. The latter indicate that Jesus 
is uneasy, if not surprised, at the confession of his Messiahship 
by Peter, on whom he imposes silence—a mode of thinking 
and acting which, as we know, is in accord with what, in the 
circumstances, is most likely to have becn his attitude—while 
the three verses in Matthew reward Peter for his insight and 
reveal what was to be the result of it in days to come. It is 
inconceivable that Mark, who was reputed to be the companion 
of Peter, would have let slip the opportunity of recording an 
honour so flattering to his master, if he had known it to be 
part of the Apostolic tradition. If it was a part of that tradi- 
tion, his ignorance and the silence of Peter are inexplicable. 

Furthermore, while there is no passage in the New Testa- 
ment to support the interpolation in Matthew, thcre are several 
that contradict it, beginning with Matthew xviii. 15 ff., which 
we have just mentioned, and which, although undoubtedly 
editorial, gives an entirely different interpretation of the church 

2 XKIV, i, 112; eine sekunddre Erweiterung. 
3. ¥ 
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from that of xvi. 18, for it shows us the church simply as a 
gathering of the brethren. It is all the more perplexing to 
find the Evangelist adding the following verse (xvii. 18): 
“ Verily I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall 
be bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall 
be Joused in heaven.” 


Surely this passage attributes to the assembled brethren the 
privilege which Matthew xvi. 19 would reserve to Peter alone ? 
It is our opinion that Matthew xviii. 18 is only a gloss borrowed, 
without reflection, from xvi. 19, to explain and round off the 
diatribe on reconciliation with one’s brother. This transposition 
proves none the less that whoever was responsible for it did 
not take the prerogative of Peter seriously. 

Later on, in Matthew xx. 20 ff., we find the story of the 
mother of the sons of Zebedee, who asks Jesus to give her two 
sons the two chief places in the Kingdom : after which comes 
the teaching based by the Nazarene on her tactless attempt, 
and the enunciation of the following principle : “‘ None among 
you shall be placed higher than the others. He will be reckoned 
truly the first among you who best serves the brethren.” 

It is impossible to reconcile a statement of this kind with 
any intention on the part of Jesus to organize the brotherhood 
under the authority of Peter. There is unquestionably no 
sign anywhere in the Gospels of any desire to predict, define 
or establish the Church. Even such famous and much quoted 
passages as Luke xxii. 82, “strengthen thy brethren,’ and 
John xxi. 15 ff, “feed my lambs,” assuming them to be 
authentic, only show Jesus’ affection for, and confidence in 
Peter. Little reflection is necded to establish the improbability 
of the tradition attributing to Jesus the interpolated passage 
in Matthew. Even supposing that he had foreseen the Church 
in the little group of Jews who gathered round him awaiting 
the realization of the Promise—a modest hypothesis in com- 
petice with the orthodox view—there still remains a difficulty. 

y what process of renunciation did Jesus, who at first sight 
appearcd to be addressing the whole of Israel, arrive at the 
point of isolating the insignificant group of disciples from the 
mass of the Jews in order to constitute the Church? When 
and to whom did he confide this extraordinary limitation of 
his original intention? But this is not the real problem, 
According to Matthew xvi. 18 the Church is not a sect within 
the Jewish Faith relying on the future for its gradual develop- 
ment. Itis “an earthly society which is neither the community 
of Isracl nor the Kingdom of Heaven, but which takes the place, 
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so to speak, of both.””? But what Jesus obviously expected, 
and that in the near future, was the advent of the Kingdom, 
and not the establishment, for countless centuries, of a Church 
constituted by a group of the elect in an apostate world, 

The object of Peter's confession is to assert that Jesus was 
accepted as the Christ by his disciples, but what it demonstrates 
primarily is that this belief did not exist among the disciples 
in his lifetime. The reply of Jesus is intended to prove that 
the existence and organization of the Christian community was 
in conformity with the will of the Mastcr.* 

If this is the case, the editor of Matthew can only have 
meant by Church the existing Christian commurfity, which was 
distinct from the people of Israc) and was foreed both by the 
hate and contempt of the synagogue and by the uncxpected 
delay of the parousia to organize itself on the lines of a new 
religion, while awaiting the day of God. But nll this is foreign 
to the thought of Jesus and to the ideas with which he was 
preoccupied. 

It was the Apostles and the generation which succeeded 
them who, in place of the Kingdom which Ae expected and 
which did not come, founded his Church, and this by the foree 
of circumstances, because the object of their own preaching 
was not the Kingdom but his own person, and also because, 
in the Greek world especially, the company of believers main- 
tained a life of Sacramental communion with him. 

The Rabbis Lelieved * that when God wished to create the 
world, he had sought a solid foundation for the future and in 
his foreknowledge had passed all future generations in review. 
He had passed over the generations of Enoch and of the flood ; 
but when he saw Abraham rise up he had exclaimed, “ Ah! 
I have discovered a rock on which to build and establish the 
world,”’ and he had called Abraham the rock. Simon Barjona 
therefore is the ancestor of the new Isracl which is embodied 
in the Church of Christ. 

This conception of a Church occupics an important position 
in the Pauline teaching. In the opinion of Paul, the various 
communities dispersed throughout the world constituted the 
Church of God, in the building up of which he exerted all his 

> CHL, i, 8. 

* XXIV, i, 111Y. It is quite possible that the object of the editor 
in interpolating these verses was to authenticate as forcefully as possible 
the suthority of Peter in opposition to the revelation of which Paul 

Cf. CLKXXVI, 161, which refers us to Gul. i. 16 for the 
claim made by Paul. LXXXIV, 258, prefers to see in Matt. xvi. 18 
an echo of the controversy between Peter and James, 
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missionary energies. 1 Corinthians iii, 9, ‘“‘ Ye are God’s 
building’? (8e0d olxodour} éote), inevitably reminds us of 
Matthew xvi. 18, “I will build my Church ” (olxodoyjom pov 
ni éxxinotay). It is possible to maintain, in fact it has been 
maintained,’ that Paul took his inspiration from the logion 
already utilized by the editor of Matthew, but it is more likely 
to have been the other way round. If, as we have shown, it 
is impossible that Jesus should have spoken of the foundation 
of his Church, the supposed logion is neither authentic nor pre- 
Pauline. On the other hand, the Church of God was already 
a fact when Paul wrote his epistle. He derives the lively simile 
of the existence of this body (Rom, xii. 5; 1 Cor. x. 17) from 
the sense of communion which he felt with the Church of 
Corinth, while in the body he was sojourning with the com- 
munity of Ephesus. He knew that this communion was 
realized through the Lord Jesus and in him,* If therefore the 
question of influence arises, it seems more reasonable to suppose 
that it was Paul who influenced Matthew, and not vice versa. 
But this supposition is superfluous since the Church was already 
in existence at the time when the editor of Matthew was writing. 
He knew of its existence, he knew how it had come into being 
and how it was constituted. There was no need for him to 
go to the man of Tarsus for a definition. Historically it was 
an anachronism to attribute his definition to Jesus, who knew 
nothing of it, but from the point of view of religious instruction, 
it was essential and inevitable that he should derive the idea 
from Christ.* 

One clear and certain conclusion emerges from the various 
considerations brought forward: Jesus preached the Kingdom 
which was to come. He announced the forthcoming realization 
of the great hope of the Jews, in complete conformity with 
Jewish beliefs and in the spirit of a prophet; that is to say, 
under an inspiration similar to that of the prophets of old, 
without even considering what may be called the human con- 
ditions of its realization. We do not maintain that his religious 
thinking was obsessed by the great eschatological drama, and 
that the remainder of it is not worth studying, even if it were 

sible. We simply say that his outstanding characteristic 
is that of herald of the Kingdom. 


1 COXLIV, 105, n. 5, following COLXXI, 3. 2 Of.1 Cor. i. 2, 
* LEXXVI, 156 9. 


CHAPTER VI 
THE CONCEPTION OF THE KINGDOM 
I a 
Existinc THeorres 


‘HAT the central theme of the teaching of Jesus is the 

announcement of the Kingdom is beyond dispute.’ The 
Evangelists themselves treated it as such, “ The time is ful- 
filled and the Kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye and 
believe the gospel (good tidings).”” This is the proclamation 
which Mark (i. 15) puts into the mouth of Jesus at the very 
outset of his preaching, and Matthew iv. 17 expresses the same 
idea in different words. The good tidings, the Gospel, is pre- 
cisely the announcement that the Kingdom of God is at hand : ? 
there is no doubt on this point. The hope of the purousia 
which dominates the apostolic community is obviously only a 
transposition, necessitated by the turn of events, of the great 
revelation which the disciples had retained from the preaching 
of the Master. 

Unfortunately Jesus left no theoretical definition of the 
Kingdom. At first sight this might be a reason for believing 
that he accepted the current idca of it. However, commen- 
tators have not generally been content with this explanation, 

1 An idea of the opposing views held by commentators and_theo- 
logians may b be quickly obtained by comparing CCLXIV, 57/7. and 

'. For further details sec CLEXVI, XV, XVI and XX1; 
and in porated to these, CLEXII (sce references in the Index under 
Kingdom of Heaven) and OGUIT, ch: xiv. A useful collection of passages 
wilt be found in LXVIU, 4: 

* It is assumed, first, thee “the expression  faaidela tot Jeo’ can 
be translated indifferently as Kingdom or Reign of God; second, that 
the two expressions the Kingdom ss God, 4 Baoiéia rob Oeot, and 
the Kingdom of Heaven, % Baciela var otgaxiv, which is preferred 
by Matthew, are synonymous. Cf. LXXVIL, 76 ff.; CLL, i, 226, n. 6; 
XIX, 118, 589, n. 8; CXC, 156; XCVI, i, 49. The idee of the Reign 
of Jesus, of the Kingdom of Jexus, which is found in several places in 
Matthew and Luke (Matt. xvi. 26; xx. 21; Luke i. 33; xxii. 20-20; 
xxiii. 42) does not belong to the primitive tradition. The Kingdom, 
for Jesus, could only mean that of God or of Heaven. 

‘825 
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and for many years a bitter controversy has raged round the 
exact interpretation given by the Nazarene to the words “ the 
Kingdom of God.” The numerous theories on the subject can 
be classified into three groups, two of them extreme, and the 
third taking up a half-way position. 

(1) The Kingdom is a future material reality. By an act of 
his will, God, by means of a miraculous and catastrophic inter- 
vention, wil] replace the present state of sinfulness and misery by 
a world of righteousness and happiness. God will set up his 
Kingdom in the place of Satan’s. Those who have undergone 
metanoia, wha are morally changed, will find a place at the 
festive board. Not so the others. “The Gospel is to the 
Kingdom what an invitation is to a feast.” ! 

(2) The Kingdom is an existing spiritual reality. It consists 
entirely of the triumph of Rightcousness, of the love of God 
and of our neighbour, and of divine peace in the heart of man.? 
It will not be achieved by any catastrophic event, but by the 
gradual and slow transformation of humanity under the influ- 
ence of “a power which penctrates the soul, and which can 
only be grasped by the soul’ (Marnack). Accordingly, Jesus 
docs not merely announce this Kingdom, he institutes and 
establishes it around him. The future, namely life eternal in 
heaven, is doubtless a transcendent form of the Kingdom, its 
perfect development,® but it is not in the forefront of the 
Master's ideas and tcaching. The Kingdom, therefore, must 
be taken to be “Sa spiritual state.” Until such time as it is 
realized in heaven in the presence of God, it is the establish- 
ment by him in this world of a new moral and religious order, 
of which Jesus is the architect and the creator (Batiffol). It 
is obvious that a Christian, who cannot admit that the Saviour 
failed in any way to make good his promises, or that there 
was any fundamental error in his mission, is bound to accept 
this interpretation of the Kingdom. That is why the various 
Christian denominations, though they agree on little else, are 
in harmony on this point. 

{8) The Kingdom is fundamentally eschatological in charac- 
ter. That is to say, however imminent its advent may be in 
the expectation of Jesus, we must define it as a future material 
reality. But, simultancously, the Gospel is, as it were, the fore- 
taste of it. In other words, its partial installation begins with 
the preaching of Jesus and the effects of metanoia. Although 


1 OM, i, 267. Cf. CLEXVI; CCOXXXVII, 121 f.; CLXXXIV, i, 404. 

*CCOXUL, 38a: His Kingdom was not of this world. He substi- 
tuted another ideal for the Messianic hope.” 

7 OXC, 155 9., 1647. 
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essentially a thing of the future, it nevertheless belongs in a 
sense to the present. Although principally the work of God, 
it is, in so far as it is a present thing, the work of Christ and 
even of man as believing the word of Christ; for its perfect. 
achievement will only be realized if certain conditions of a 
moral order are fulfilled, and a gencra) metanoia takes place.* 

Each of these interpretations can cite passages in its favour, 
as might be expected. To begin with, we know that the 
Gospels display a mingling of many different currents of ideas, 
belonging to various times and places, Again, many verses, 
particularly when studied apart from the context, are not 
sufficiently clear in meaning to prevent diversity of interpre- 
tation. Finally, it is not impossible that the ideas of Jesus 
himself varied, and that he wavered between two not casily 
reconcilable tendencies. It has been maintained * that his 
mind progressed from one interpretation of the Kingdom to- 
wards another. For example, it has been argued * that at 
the beginning of his career Jesus believed the Kingdom to 
consist only of the society of those who believed, a society which 
would gradually develop on carth. That is why the Kingdom 
is near without yct being actually present. Later, as the idea 
of his death grew upon him, he came to believe that the King- 
dom would only come when he was revealed for the second 
time. Conversely it has been supposed ¢ that his idea of the 
Kingdom was in the beginning apocalyptic, that later it became 
entirely spiritual, and finally transcendental. 

There have been many other theories, all of them gratuitous 
hypotheses which could easily be inverted without losing any 
of their value. They are based on the arbitrary arrangement 
of passages, the true chronological sequence of which we do 
not know, to show the spiritual progress of a career which is 
too short to hold everything we are asked to believe about it. 
The most that can be conceded is that Jesus, during the last. 
days of his life, was dominated by the fecling of the risk he 
‘was running in going up to Jerusalem, and that. in consequence 
he came to believe that the Kingdom would only become a 
reality after his death. 

But this hope, the last refuge of his faith as he realized his 
defeat, does not imply that his method of interpreting the 









1 COXLIX, 66. “ The Kingdom simultaneously present and future, 
apiritual and material, Here we have widely differing points of view 
and apparently contradictory tendencies.” Cf. COLIN, 132, 141; 


, 184. 
* Cf. CLEXV, 77; OLXV, 216 9. * COXL, ii, 307 7. 
“CLXXXIX, 2549. Cf. CLXVIL, 78 9. 
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Kingdom thereby underwent any fundamental change, except 
in so far as it involved the modification of his idea of the way 
in which the great miracle would be effected. 


u 
Jesus anD THE Jewish InEa oF THE KiNcpoM 


It is useless to read our own interests and conceptions into 
passages which are impatient of them. Common sense must 
tell us that Jesus chose as his starting point the ideas of the 
world about him, and that on the whole his interpretation of 
the Kingdom was the same as that of his contemporaries. 
Otherwise, in order to avoid all misunderstanding he would 
have taken the precaution of giving his own particular definition 
of it. 

Undoubtedly a considerable variation in detail persisted in 
the various Messianic ideas of the Jews.' This is not to be 
wondered at, secing that most of the characteristic features of 
the picture were derived from prophets, that is, from individuals, 
from deuterocanonical writings which had no legal sanction, 
and from apocalyptic writings of visionarics whose value it is 
often difficult for us to assess.? However, putting aside these 
details, and making allowances for disercpancies, we find that 
there is a kind of general scheme common to the Messianic 
teaching of Isracl. It implies the setting up on carth of a new 
order of things and of a new mode of life: a transformation 
of the world, beneficial not only to the rightcous and the godly 
who are alive at the moment of its appearance, but also to 
the righteous dead who will rise again to enjoy the Kingdom 
(malkith) of God, We are dealing, therefore, with an exclu- 
sively divine activity which will be accomplished at the time 
decided by Jahwch and as the result of the operation of his 
power, It is not a purely infernal and spiritual development, 
but an eternal and material change. Underlying this hope 
there is unquestionably the desire for a moral and ideal King- 
dom of God,* and also the idea of the necessity of human effort, 
of individual repentance, and a return to the exact observance 
of the Torah. But whatever importance the prophets attached 
to these ideas, and interesting as it might be to include them 
in our interpretation, they are never more than incidental to 


1 Cf. XXIX, ii, $20: Die messianische Hoffnung; J. Boehmer, 
Deraltestamenttche Unterbau des Reiches Gottes, Leipaig, 1912 ; OOXLIX, 
pt. i. 

*XXI, ii, 515 9. *OXC, 151. 
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the expectation of the Kingdom. This Kingdom is essentially 
conceived of as a Gift of God, a material reality granted by 
divine providence to those who have proved themselves worthy 
of it, and which is to be first of all established on earth by an 
act of divine power. No doubt there were ‘“ masters’? who 
taught that if the whole of Israel were “ righteous’ for one 
day, that is to say, kept the Law perfectly from one sunset 
to another, God would not delay the blessed advent. But 
on the whole the collective virtue of man was not considered 
essential to the achieving of the Kingdom. The common belief 
was that Jahweh would operate its inauguration from Heaven 
at the hour on which he had decided—probably when he con- 
sidered that the long and severe trial to which he had subjected 
his people had accomplished its purpose. There were those 
who made ingenious attempts to calculate the actual date. 
But it is essential to remember that, so far as we can tell, in 
all the teaching conccrning the Kingdom there is not a single 
speculation or vision of the future to suggest that it was only 
4 spiritual reality which might be mystically realized in the 
present. 

Again, the Kingdom could not be considered as an isolated 
phenomenon, so to speak. It was eats of an eschatological 
whole from which it could not rightly be separated, even though 
the descriptions of it varied greatly at different times and places. 
This eschatological whole was the age to come (lam habba) as 
distinct from the present age (6lam hazzch). This fundamental 
opposition could not be reduced, particularly by the simple 
people from whom Jesus sprang, to the contradiction hetween 
two moral states of humanity. We must not confuse the 
religious and moral content of the eschatological setting with 
the setting itself, although in reality they cannot be separated 
from each other. A spiritual conception of the Kingdom was 
not part of the outlook of the Jews in the time of Jesus. This 
is indisputable, and if we persist in regarding Jesus as the 
prophet of a spiritual kingdom, we must attribute to him an 
outstanding originality in his conception of the Promise which 
could have seemed nothing short of revolutionary to his 
contemporaries. 

It is generally agreed, and indeed it would be difficult not 
to concede, that Jesus preached the coming of the Kingdom, 
the great eschatological transformation of the world. But had 
he not in mind, at the same time, the idea of another kind of 
Kingdom? That is the point at issue* and it is one upon 
which opinion is still divided. Certain writers think that the 

1 XXIX, ii, 531. * CCLII, 128. 
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ideas of Jesus are hopelessly confused. For example, Harnack ! 
maintains that neither the conception of the Kingdom of God 
nor the manner of its coming is clear or consistent in the Gospel. 
At the one extreme, so to speak, we have the notion of the 
visible coming, at a future date, by an act of divine power; 
at the other the suggestion that the Kingdom will be set up 
in the heart of man; and between these two interpretations 
there are various intermediate degrees and shades of difference. 
That is to say,” in the Synopties “the Kingdom is presented 
in two different aspects, sometimes as belonging to the present 
and sometimes to the future, sometimes as private and spiritual, 
sometimes as external and matcrial.”” The two aspects are 
combined in Mark x. 15, where we read: “ Verily I say unto 
you, whosoever shal] not receive the Kingdom of God as a little 
child, he shal] not enter therein.’ The first part of the passage 
might indeed imply that the Kingdom is of the present and is 
forthwith offered to man, the second that it will come to pass 
in the future.—Harnack further concludes * that the two ideas 
are practically irreconcilable, and we are not at variance with 
him on this point. In that case, granting that the two con- 
tradictory descriptions exist, our task is to find out which of 
the two is the more predominant, which of them is, as it were, 
the kernel, and which the shell. 

Two facts must be taken into consideration : (1) Jesus, so 
far as we know, gives no definition of the Kingdom. How 
could such “ negligence " be explained if he had discarded the 
common opinion on this capital point ?4 (2) The carly Chris- 
tians were entirely absorbed in an eschatological expectation 
of the Kingdom. Tlow could this be if Jesus had Jed their 
minds away from any conception of this kind? ® There are 
numerous passages in the Synopties which prove that on all 
essential points the idea of the Kingdom as understood by Jesus 
was in harmony with the Messianic teaching of the Jews. The 
Kingdom is a feast to which all the righteous shall be invited 
(Matt. xxii, 1 ff.; Luke xiv. 15 ff). The righteous at the 
resurrection will take their places at the Messianic banquet and 
constitute a company like that of the angels (Mark xii. 1 ff.), 
and this will be achieved by the actual physical removal of 
the unrightcous. There is no question of a progressive growth, 
corresponding to the gradual growth of righteousness in the 

* Charles, EB, Eschatology, § 83. 
»  *OCLXXXMMI, 46; LXXIX, 159. ° 45. 

* This parable is all the more instructive because the two Gospel] 
editors, who are now beginning to confuse the Kingdom with the Church, 
transform the tradition derived from @ into an allegory representing 
their own point of view. 
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hearts of men. On the contrary, the Great Judge will make 
his choice at a definite point of time. The good will be placed 
on one side, the bad on the other; many will be called and 
few chosen (cf. Matt. xxv, 31-46). The Kingdom is undoubtedly 
a gift of God, a sheepfold prepared for the flock, and not to 
‘be confused with it. If the shepherd tries to rescue and bring 
back the lost sheep, this is only because he loves it, and not 
because the flock could not exist without it.!. In other words, 
the Kingdom is not the sum of individual virtues and repent- 
ances. It can receive them all but does not depend on them: 
the Jast comer among the workmen called into the vineyard 
shall receive the same wages as the first (Matt. xx. 116). If 
that is not the real nature of the Kingdom, what can be the 
meaning of the insistence in the Gospels on the suddenness of 
its coming? We read in Mark xiii. 33 ff.: “Take ye heed, 
watch and pray: for ye know not when the time This 
idea appears several times in the Gospels,? and indeed it 
dominates the whole of primitive Christianity. We find it 
repeated over and over that the Lord will come when he is 
not expected, “as a thief” (Rev. 8 and xvi. 15; 2 Peter 
iii, 10) or as “ travail upon a woman with child " (1 Thess. v. 3). 

Nevertheless in several places Jesus appears to depart. from 
the common Jewish idea. For instance, there is nothing 
political in his notion of the Kingdom, which thereby gains in 
simplicity since it is no longer associated with all the warlike 
upheavals and catastrophic disturbances which were generally 
expected to precede it. It also loses its strictly national char- 
acter. For him it is a question of persons: persons whose 
relations to God depend upon their individual deserts, and no 
longer of a kind of glorified Israci.? But here more than any- 
where, we must avoid being too definite, because, on this score, 
what the Evangelists may have believed may not be what 











1 Matt. xviii. 10 f.; Luke xv. 1ff.; the parable of the lost piece 
of money (Luke xv, 8-10) is to be interpreted in the same way 

1 Cf. Matt. xxv, 14f.; Luke 2]; Mark ix. 1, according to 
whom'the Kingdom will come with power (év durdue:) before “ same 
of them that stand here shall taste of death.” Since neither Matt. x. 
28 ff. nor Luke ix. 27 ff. give this é& dvvdue, it has been attributed 
to Pauline influence. This may be the case, but it is none the levs 
interesting to sce that Paul, snd Mark after him, is inclined to this 
particular theory of the manner of the coming of the Kingdom. It 
implies that the Pacwela tob Oeod will be set up from without by an 
unforeseen, sudden and irresistible act of divine power jatt. yal: 
45 ff.; Luke xii, 41ff.; Matt. xxiv. 50; Luke xii. 8: 

* Cf. Matt. xi. 20-4 and Luke x. 18-15: the cursing of ‘chovazin 
and Bethsaids which will find that, on the Judgement Day, Tyre and 
Sidon will be preferred to them. 
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Jesus thought and said. They did not see things in the same 
perspective as he did. Thus, as far as we can judge, Jesus in 
his understanding of the Kingdom, accepted in essentials the 
hope of his people, though he may have interpreted it in accord- 
ance either with his own temperament or with the particular 
ideas of the environment from which he sprang, and of which 
we know nothing. As Loisy! has so rightly remarked, “ his 
Kingdom is a Kingdom of Israel in a celestial form," to be 
realized, of course, on carth. Or at least the Kingdom is such 
in one of its aspects, manifested catastrophically. In the 
praycr that Jesus is supposed to have taught his disciples, the 
petition for the expected Kingdom, or Reign, has a foremost 
place: ‘Thy Kingdom come.” And when he feels the 
approach of death, his whole being goes out towards the same 
hope, and he says to his disciples, “I will drink no more of 
the fruit of the vine until that day that I drink it new in the 
Kingdom of God” (Mark xiv. 25). In the teaching of the 
Nazarene, therefore, the Kingdom does not appear as a new 
revelation but as a realization of the old promises affirmed 
by the common hopes.” _ If we accept Luke xix. 11, the disciples 
when going up to Jerusalem “thought that the Kingdom of 
God should immediately appear.” If Jesus had in his mind 
(which remains to be seen) any other ideas about the Kingdom, 
it seems henceforth certain that they were only incidental to 
it, The eschatological interpretation far overshadows them. 
On this point the more moderate-minded critics are in agree- 
ment, and it seems peculiarly presumptuous to describe this 
eschatological theory as “an untenable paradox ”’ in face of 
the “indisputable evidence” in the Gospels of the spiritual 
nature of the Kingdom.* Actually the untenable paradox is 
that which issues from the desire to justify a belief arising from 
a profession of faith in spite of the evidence furnished by the 
documents. 


ul 
Tue SprriruaL PRESENCE OF THE Kincpom 


Since, however, reference has been made to “ indisputable 
evidence,” we must examine the Gospels in order to find it, 
for the idea of a Kingdom already present is to be found not 
only in the writings of a Catholic ecclesiastic, whose interpre- 
tation is too partial not to be suspect, but also in those of 


‘ GLI, i, 229. * CCLXXXID, 87; LXXIX, 118. 'OXC, xx. 
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liberal Protestants, and similarly in those of Tolstoy. We may 
take Harnack ' as an example of what may be called the absolute 
view. In his estimation, any attempt to evaluate the intention 
of Jesus exclusively in relation to the ideas of his time, neglects 
the greatness and sublimity of his own contribution, and sub- 
ordinates the individual to his environment. The peculiar 
characteristic of Jesus is his insight that the Kingdom was 
already come. The expectation of the eschatological Kingdom 
accepted by his contemporaries is only the shell of his teach- 
ing, its kernel is the assertion of its actual presence. When 
he says that the Kingdom is at hand he means that it comes 
to individuals, that it enters into their souls, that they become 
possessed of it, for in reality the Kingdom is the reign of God 
in the hearts of men. In the parables which refer to the King- 
dom it is understood to be the word of God. The coming of 
the Kingdom is revealed not only by the preaching of Jesus, 
but by the fact that he heals and forgives sins. Thus: “ every- 
thing external or future is excluded; it is the individual who 
is saved ; not the people or the State ; men will be born anew ; 
and the Kingdom of God is both the power which animates 
them and the goal towards which they are striving.” Therc- 
fore “the Kingdom of God is, of its very nature, a spiritual 
reality, a force which permeates and can only be grasped by 
the heart.’” 

Harnack, however, agrees that tater on the disciples aban- 
doned this idea of the Kingdom, and pinned their faith to a 
future fulfilment of their Master’s promises. Nevertheless, the 
spiritual reality which Jesus understood by “the Kingdom” 
was an active force in the primitive Church. In other words, 
the eschatological element is entirely eliminated from the teach- 
ing of Jesus by this theory, for it is thereby reduced simply 
to an outward semblance, no more than it was necessary to 
retain in order not to antagonize from the outset the Jewish 
audience of the Nazarene. 

The theory I have just outlined comes to us with all the 
appearance of a system, which at once makes us suspect it. 
It has every appearance of being based upon a theology anxious 
to adapt the ideas of Jesus to present-day needs, rather than 
upon a historical investigation solely concerned with an accurate 
representation of the past. Without, however, accepting this 
point of view in its extreme form, is it not reasonable to sup- 
pose * that Jesus conceived of two stages in the establishment 
of the Kingdom? The first, set in motion by his preaching, 
is the reign of God in men’s hearts and is a spiritual reality. 

1 CCLXIV, 72 f. * XXEM, 187; CCLIII, 187-40. 
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The other, which is to come later, is a material reality which 
will be accomplished by a divine miracle. 

Both the partisans of the absolute view and those who accept 
8 compromise between the two extremes, draw their arguments 
from the Parables referring to the Kingdom, from which they 
elicit a general impression, and from various passages in the 
Synopties which they read in accordance with their own ideas. 
Their principal passage is Luke xvii. 20-1, and this they regard 
as decisive. We may as well say at once that their interpre- 
tations conflict with the truth. 

Of the so-called parables of the Kingdom, three call for special 
attention: that of the Feast (Matt. xxii. 2-14; Luke xiv. 16— 
24); that of the Talents (Matt. xxv. 14-80; Luke xix. 12-27) ; 
and that of the Wise and Foolish Virgins (Matt. xxv. 1-18). 

It seems strange that a purely spiritual kingdom should be 
symbolized as a Feast. What was the original form of this 
parable ? We cannot tell, because, as it has come down to us 
in Matthew and Luke, and particularly in the former, it is no 
more than an allegory which upplics to the Church in their 
day; to the fact that it was recruited from those who were 
not expected (the Gentiles), instead of among those who were 
originally invited (the Jews) and who had shown themselves 
to be indifferent. 

The same explanation holds good for the parable of the 
Talents—in Luke, that of the Pounds—which in its present 
form is merely an allegory. It announces the return of Christ 
the Judge, who will ask for an account of the goods he has 
entrusted to cach. The object of Luke is to explain the delay 
of the parousia. Both versions end with a direct reference to 
the destruction of Jerusalem. 

The parable of the Virgins, ending as it docs with the warn- 
ing, “ Watch therefore for you know not the day nor the hour,” 
is clearly intended to recommend vigilance lest the parousia 
should come unawares. Even stripped of their allegorical 
character, none of the three parables suppose that the Kingdom 
is already in existence. On the contrary they all consider it 
as a thing of the future. All that can be truly said of them is 
that they show the close relationship between the preparation 
for the future Kingdom, represented by the activity of Jesus, 
and the entrance of individuals into this Kingdom. 

However, we come across other parables! which seem to 

+ There are three in Mark iv. 1-84, and seven in Matt. xiii, 1-52. 
Cf. CHIL, i, 429 ff. It has been maintained, however (CCXXXVII, 45 ff.), 
that at tte outset they did not apply to the Kingdom but merely to 
u ospel. 


CONCEPTION OF THE KINGDOM 385 


depict the Kingdom “as an already existing community, the 
little flock of the elect to whom the Father” has given it. 
“ This little community is to grow as the seed grows of its own 
accord” (Mark iv. 26 ff.), “‘as the leaven which raises the 
meal" (Matt. xiii. 33 ff.), “as the grain of mustard seed which 
grows into a large tree” } (Matt. xiii. 31). Tn our opinion this 
is not a true interpretation, and we believe that, even if these 
parables do not refer exclusively to the Gospel itself, all of 
them deal solely with the preparation for the Kingdom. This 
is evidently the case in the parable of the Sower (Mark iv. 3 ff. ; 
Matt. xiii. 8 ff.; Luke viii. 4 ff.): ‘“ Like the labourer, Jesus 
sows the Kingdom by preaching the Gospel " (Loisy). We may 
say, if we like, that the Kingdom is already present on earth 
in the seed sown by the Lord, and now growing. But the crop 
has not yet come up and there is as yet no question of a harvest. 
The parable of the Measure (Mark iv. 24) suggests the same con- 
clusion; ‘“ With what measure ye mete, it shall be measured 
unto you.” 

There are other isolated passages which are brought forward 
to prove that it is a question “of an internal kingdom, of a 
moral energy transforming the individual, and of forgiveness 
and the life of the Spirit.”* One of thes is Matthew xiii. 
44-6: “Again the Kingdom of Ucaven is like unto treasure 
hid in a field, the which when a man hath found, he hideth 
and for joy thereof gocth and selleth all that he hath, and 
buyeth that field. Again the Kingdom of Heaven is like unto 
a merchant man, secking goodly pearls. Who when he had 
found one pearl of great price went and sold all that he had 
and bought it.” And Luke xii. 81: “ But seck ye first the 
Kingdom of God and his righteousness.” 

Now it seems that if we approach these passages without any 
preconceived ideas, they only suggest the idea, certainly essen- 
tial in the mind of Jesus, that everything must be sacrificed 
to gain the Kingdom, and that man must put himself by 
metanoia into the right attitude to await the Great Day. But 
such preparations do not imply cither immediately or remotely 
that the Kingdom is already in existence on earth, Still less, 
if such a thing were possible, that it is to be identified with 
the moral state prescribed for the individual in order that he 
may win a place of honour therein. 

There are other passages from which we are supposed to be 
able to conclude with certainty that ‘the Kingdom consists 
of the communion of men of good will, working together for 

‘ CCELIX, 75. 
* Ibid., 74, based on Harnack, Das Wesen, §§ iii and iv. 
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the accomplishment of the will of God. The first of these 
is the parable of the Tares (Matt. xiii. 24-30). A man has 
sown corn in his field: while he is asleep his enemy comes and 
sows tares in the same field. His servants wish to remove the 
tares, but he prefers to delay the separation until the harvest. 
Matthew himscif takes the trouble to explain this parable 
(xiii, 86-48) : the teachings of Jesus and Satan mect and mingle 
here below; their respective fruits will be separated at the 
day of Judgment. This is an interpretation more suited to 
the Apostolic Church than to Jesus. In any case it, too, is 
concerned only with the preparation for the Kingdom, which 
itself is in the future. The parable of the Net (Matt. xiii. 47~ 
50; the contents of the net will be sorted out when it has 
been drawn jn) has exactly the same purport. We add a few 
further passages which have been cited in evidence : 
Matthew xi. 11: ‘He that is least in the Kingdom of Heaven 
ia greater than Jol 
Matthew xxi. B21: 
before you.” 
Matthew xxiii, 18: “‘ Ye neither go in yourselves, ncither euffer 
ye them that are entering to go in.” 

All that these “ membra disjecta”’ appear to convey is the 
view, cherished no doubt by Jesus himself, and even more so 
by the members of the established community, that belief in 
his mission and adherence to the Christian faith are the virtual 
conditions of admission to the Kingdom, while the opposite 
attitude already involves its loss. It is a singular perversion 
of these passages to regard them as supporting the theory of 
the present existence of the Kingdom, and the view that it is 
constituted by the fellowship of men of good will. The good 
will, in this case, is necessary for the individual, and it can be 
said that the Kingdom will result from it for him, but the good 
will is not to be confounded with the Kingdom, a position 
which the Gospel writers could not have understood. 

But some writers go so far as to believe that it is possible 
to conclude from certain Synoptic passages that Jesus himself 
believed in the present existence of the Kingdom. They appeal 
primarily to Mark iv. 11, “‘ Unto you is given the mystery of 
the Kingdom of God” (x6 pvoriipioy*® rig Baotdelag toi Geod). 
The word mystery has caused some perplexity because there 
was no suggestion of mystery or personal privilege in the 
contemporary notion of the Kingdom. The mystery, it is 
claimed, must be the original idea of Jesus ; his revelation of 











The publicans go into the Kingdom of God 


Cl 


75. 
* Matt. xili, 11 and Luke viii. 10 give the plural, ed peotigia. 
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the actual presence of the Kingdom under the guise of a moral 
good.1| We have, however, no proof that Jesus ever spoke of 
‘a mystery, or that the word is not merely the Evangelist’s.* 
It suggests the idea of the esoteric teaching of the Mysteries 
of Salvation, but since we come across it in Daniel ij. 19, 47, 
and in Wisdom ii. 22, where it has the meaning of secret, we 
may reasonably believe that it was alrcady established in 
Jewish apocalyptic theology. It is perhaps from here that it 
found its way into the Johannine Apocalypse, where it appears 
four times, A much more significant fact is that it occurs 
twenty-one times in Paul, where it takes on something like its 
original meaning. As it is found in Mark and Luke, it has in 
all probability come from the Epistles of the Apostle, if not 
directly, at Icast through the medium of the Greek wortd, in 
which case it did not originate with Jesus. The most we can 
concede is that the prophct represented his preaching as a 
special revelation, only to be recognized by those who believe 
in it. 

Now, however, we come to certain passages which present 
greater difficultics. We read in Matthew xi. 12, “ From the 
days of John the Baptist until now the Kingdom of heaven 
suffereth violence and the violent take it by force.” * Does 
not this mean that the Kingdom has heen in existence since 
the time of the Baptist ? This theory has been maintained,‘ 
but unfortunately, the verse in question is practically unintcl- 
ligibie * and rivers of ink have flowed round its obscurity to 
no purpose. It has undoubtedly lost its right setting, but if 
we examine its context (xi. 18, “ For all the prophets and the 
Law prophesied until John "’) we find that Jesus is represented 
as making a division of the history of Israel at the time of 
John, with whom a new period begins. Before that time the 
Prophets and the Law hold the first place, evidently because 
they foretell the Kingdom. Afterwards surcly the implication 
is that the Kingdom itself is installed. This was not, however, 

4 OLXV, 214; CCLI, 132, 137 9. 

* It is only found here and in the two parallel passages in Matthew 
and Luke, where it is weakened by being altered to the plural, 

» Luke xvi. 16 gives a very different rendering : ‘“‘ From that time 
the Kingdom of God is preached and every man does violence 
to it. 

* CCLIL, 134. 

‘The contrary view has practically only one supporter, CII, 221: 
but the explanation there offered, namely that everyone throws his 
energy into conquering the Kingdom and that fiuitcua iv not to be 
taken in a tragic sense, throws absolutely no light on the subject. 
CLXV, 199, gives the fist of the principal interpretations. (Cf. CII, i, 

72 F.; CVO, ii, 162. 
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how Luke understood it, since he was content to write “ the 
Kingdom is announced,” that is to say, the period of its coming 
has begun. This brings us to the familiar idea of the close 
connexion between the preaching of the Kingdom and its 
coming, a connexion which is both chronological and logical.* 

Again, we find in Matthew xii. 28, “‘ But if I cast out devils 
by the Spirit of God, then the Kingdom of God is come unto 
you (dea EqGaae éy duds % facideiu tod Oc05). Luke xi. 
20 expresses this idea as follows: “ But if I with the finger 
of God cast out devils, no doubt the Kingdom of God is come 
upon you.” Does it not scem obvious that Jesus here refers 
to the Kingdom as present? * But what he is actually saying 
is that in the etcrnal warfare between God and Satan, God is 
definitely the victor, a fact which is proved by his own works. 
He concludes that this is the sign that the Kingdom of God 
has come. In other words, here, again, he is pointing out that 
the bricf period has begun, at the conclusion of which the 
Kingdom will become a reality. In addition, it is worth 
noticing that this passage of Matthew is out of place in its 
context and is in all probability an apologetic commentary 
based on the Gospel miracle, a commentary dating from the 
Apostolic community or even later, 

Other passages prove no more with regard to the thesis 
in question than the ones just cited, and these, if our under- 
standing is correct, prove nothing. Or rather, what they do 
prove is that Jesus, or the carly Christian Church, established 
an indissoluble connexion between his prophetic mission and 
the immincnt approach of the Kingdom. The former is, so 
to speak, the announcement, the antechamber of the latter. 
Although it may be admitted that there was a certain subjective 
confusion between these two, we must maintain their actual 
or objective difference.? 

There remains as a last resort Luke xvii. 20-1. Mcn as 
widely apart as Renan, Harnack, and Tolstoy see in this passage 
n of the deepest and truest thought of Jesus, the 
h throws light on the whole Gospel. It runs literally 
as follows : ‘* And asked by the Pharisees concerning the time 
when the Kingdom of God should come, he answered them : 
The Kingdom of God cometh not with observation (od épyerat 

1 COLXXXII, 44. * CCL, 138, 

* DNewick, COLD, 140, gives himself away when he writes that 
Jesus definitely seems to recognize “ a non-eschatological, earthly, and 
imperfect aspect of the Kingdom of God: and his words justify us in 
speaking of the Chureh of Christ as the Kingdom of God on eat 
This is what preoceupies the theologians ; but the interests of theology 
Must not be confused with the conclusions of historical criticism. 
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+ wetad Ragatngijcew;). Neither shall they say: Behold it 
is here, or it is there. For behold, the Kingdom of God is 
among you [or within you]” (été: tyr gore). 

There has been much discussion over the meaning of 
magatieyots and still more over that of értds dade. The 
former belongs to the Janguage of astronomy, and refers to the 
observation of signs which foretell, for cxample, an celipse, 
or to the ritual observations of the stars for purposes of fore- 
telling the future. We must take it to mean, then, that the 
Kingdom will not come in such a way that it can be foretold 
from signs which will announce its immediate appronch.? 
With regard to évrd; tay we have indicated above the two 
translations which may be said to sum up the debate? Every- 
one can produce important authorities and weighty arguments 
in support of his own point of view. Although classical Greek 
contains examples of étdéc uscd to mean in the midst, among, 
the conclusion of linguists seems definitely to favour the mean- 
ing of within. 16 évriz too zoryolov (Matt. x 26) certainly 
means that which is within the cup® and the idea of in your 
midst would be better rendered by éy péop, On the other 
hand, the Oxyrynchus papyrus ¢ which repeats and comments 
on the passage im question gives to éyrés the meaning of 
in you, within you: xual 7 puadela rav odyaviw évtiz did 
fort xual doris dv éavriv pyro, tabtyy eborjaet--And the Kingdom 
of Heaven is within you and whosoever knows himself shall find 
it, But this logion is in reality only a gloss on our Luke and 
there is no likelihood either that it gocs back to a different 
source or represents a better text. As for the meaning of the 
gloss, it was called for by the indefinite delay of the parousia, 
The Greek commentator was already fecling the need of ndapt- 
ing the teaching of the Lord to what had or had not happened. 

Linguistic arguments therefore sccm to justify the transla- 
tion of Ztdg as within: but probability is definitely against 
it. Jesus could hardly tell the Pharis without appearing 
absurd, that the Kingdom of God was within them, in their 
hearts. And ignoring the Pharisees, none of his disciples, who 
were all authentic Jews, could have understood such a strange 
utterance, which is unsupported by any teaching in the Gospels. 
If this logion is the focal point of the whole teaching of Jesus 

+ IM, ii, 402; XCVI, i, 308; XCVI, 175. 

*It is by no means new. Early Latin Christianity was already 
undecided between the renderings in vobis, in animis vestris, and intra 
f. for ae Tete: Adv. Mare., 4, 85. 
"See also Ps. cili. 1: 14 évrdé pov, and Ps. 
The meaning of ‘these is clear. 

¢ See the text in Klostermann, xxiii, Apocrypha iii. 18. 
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concerning the Kingdom, its isolation is incredible. These 
objections raise, and to all appearances dispose of, the problem 
of its authenticity. 

Nor is this all, If we read the verse in its context with 
éryrdg as within, a contradiction results. Luke makes this 
utterance a kind of introduction to a teaching on the coming 
of the Kingdom (xvii. 22 ff.).1_ But the coming of the Son of 
Man is there referred to as destined to be sudden: xvii. 24, 
“For as the lightning that lighteneth shines from one end of 
heaven to the othcr so shall also the Son of Man be in his day.” 
In the view of all his disciples the only object of his coming 
was the inauguration of the Kingdom. He could therefore 
hardly say in the same breath, that the Kingdom was in the 
hearts of his hearers, and that he would come to establish it 
suddenly, in a day when he was not expected. 

The obvious conclusion then is that évrdg dud means in 
the midst of you, which seems equally to imply the actual 
presence of the Kingdom, But then there arises the question 
whether the verb édotiy is the real present tense or a prophetic 
present, that is to say, the future. This would change every- 
thing, even if érdg be taken to mean within. The probable 
meaning of the whole passage is: ‘‘ When the Kingdom comes 
no one will have any difficulty in recognizing it, or will need 
to ask where it It will suddenly be cither in your midst, 
or in your hearts: that is, those who have suitably prepared 
themselves in uccordance with the teaching of Jesus himself 
will enter into it.” * 

If, setting aside the literal reading of the passage, we try 
to grasp what Luke was really trying to say, recognizing at 
the same time the rashness of basing the interpretation of the 
entire Gospel on an isolated text, so disputed, so obscure and 
so suspect, we shall make the following discovery. The Evan- 
gelist (verses 20-4), mindful of the obsession of those for whom 
he is writing, is endeavouring to check more or less idle specu- 
lations concerning the date of the Lord’s coming. This inter- 
pretation scts the passages in a perspective which is not that 
of Jesus but of the Christian community. His insistence on 
the sudden nature of the Messianic manifestation brings us to 
one of the most definite beliefs of the Gospel generation. If 
Jesus himself said: “ The Kingdom will come suddenly,” the 






1 The substance of this also occurs in Matt. xxiv.; Luke joins it 
up with the apocalyptic discourse of Mark xiii. Q doubtless provides 
the basis for this. 

® For a discussion of the various interpretations, cf. CCLII, 144 ff. ; 
COVI, 40 9. 
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early believers naturally substituted Jesus for the Kingdom and 
said, ‘‘ The Lord will come suddenly,”’ which is the same thing. 
Verses 28 and 24 clearly prove that Luke understood this event 
as something outside man, and brought about through the wilt 
of God by means of a stupendous miracle. Verse 21 cannot 
possibly contradict this evidence. 

Without a shadow of doubt, the whole of the beatitudes in 
Luke (vi. 20 ff.) take for granted and even teach that the King- 
dom is a thing of the future, vet we read in verse 20 ; ‘‘ Blessed 
be ye poor for yours is (éotly) the Kingdom of God." They 
possess the Kingdom because they possess that which is neces- 
sary in order to be able to enter in on the Great Day. That 
is why Luke xvii. 21 can say that the Kingdom is already 
virtually in the midst of the disciples, or if we may so put it, 
that they carry their tickets of admission with them, If this 
is the correct interpretation, then Luke xvii. 20-1 proves 
exactly the opposite of what Renan, Harnack, Tolstoy and so 
many others take it to mean. 

We may therefore conclude from this study of the docu- 
ments that Jesus did not believe in the actual presence of the 
Kingdom, that he never taught it, that he never even said that 
the great and expected miracle had already been actualized 
around him in any form, and in particular by the enthronement 
of God in the hearts of the disciples. He taught, in conformity 
with current Jewish belief, that the Kingdom would come as a 
gift of God. But he perhaps believed, or at least. his disciples 
after him believed, that, his own mission being to announce 
the imminent approach of this manifestation, his teaching, or 
from another angle, the belief in his vocation, was the outer 
chamber through which men had to pass to rcach the Kingdom, 
A true disciple, therefore, was virtually in possession of the 
gift of Jahweh. Nothing could be more natural than that he 
should establish this close connexion hetwcen his preaching, 
willed by God, and the Grace of God which it announced. But, 
in admitting this, we are far from accepting the embarrassing 
contradiction into which the followers of Harnack believe that 
he fell. Loisy was perfectly right when he said! that Christ 
nowhere confused the Kingdom with the remission of sins, nor 
with God and the operation of his power in individual hearts, 
nor again with the word of God. All these things may imply, 
for those who know how to profit by them, the certainty of 
the future possession of the Kingdom, but they are not the 
Kingdom. The Kingdom is primarily and essentially the 
material transformation of this present evil world. 

? COLXXXMHI, 43. 
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Attempts have of course been made to prove that the very 
expression Kingdom of Heaven means that Jesus was only 
concerned with a celestial realization of the Kingdom. We 
know, however, that Kingdom of Heaven means Kingdom of 
God, and that the hope of the Jews was not Jost in a far horizon. 
In the Kingdom announced by Jesus, ‘‘ the meck shall inherit 
the carth"” (Matt. v. 5, wugdptos of xpacic, éte uttol xAyoo- 
vopioovaty t1y yiv), according to the will of God, that earth which 
to-day is governed by the violent. This idea of the pos- 
session of the carth, and that of the installation of the King- 
dom among the living, are equally incompatible with the 
hypothesis of a purely heavenly manifestation. Matthew v. 
12, which has been adduced in support of the latter idea, is 
a broken reed,“ Rejoice and be exceeding glad,” it says, “ for 
great is your reward in heaven” (6 ua8d¢ tudy wold ev toig 
otgayois). But this ‘reward in heaven simply mcans that 
the origin of the Kingdom is transcendent, and that God, in 
view of the reward reserved for them, keeps a record of good 
actions performed and efforts made with the Kingdom in view. 
Neither the carthly nature of the Kingdom announced by the 
Nazarene nor its eschatological character can be seriously 
disputed. 

With these essential points established, we can more quickly 
clear up various questions relating to the conception of the 
Kingdom as it presented itself to the mind of Jesus. 


CHAPTER VIT 
THE SETTING-UP OF THE KINGDOM 
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the question, How will the Kingdom come ? our Gospels 
furnish only one reply, contained in what is called the 
synoptic apocalypse (Mark xiii. and Synopsis). Unfortunately 
the whole verse has the obvious appearance of being an artificial 
composition which it is impossible to attribute to Jesus. Mark 
seems to have regarded it as a kind of introduction to the 
account of the Passion. He has used it to define the significance 
of the life of Je and, by preparing for his death, ta relieve 
in some measure its horror for the reader; to neutralize it, so 
to speak, by sctting it in the light of the parousia, 

There are grounds for doubting whether the source used by 
the Evangelist could have been a Christian one, sinec it is 
obvious that the numerous signs announcing the coming of the 
Great Day, while completely in keeping with Jewish beliefs, are 
totally incampatible with the gospel statement that the Lord 
will come like the lightning, without warning and at an hour 
when he is not expected. The whole description (xiii. 5-27) 
is charactcristically Jewish. For this reason, although the 
saying is clearly not authentie,! the author has not: produced 
an effect of improbability in putting it into the mouth of Jesus, 
In fact, it is a reasonable assumption that the Nazarene thought 
of the consummation as it was conecived of by his fellow- 
countrymen, and hence that he expected a manifestation of 
divine power, followed by a sudden change in the world-order 
and, doubtless, by the exaltation of the Messiah.* 

It would be useless to spend time over the details of this 
unauthentic discourse in an attempt to disentangle the clements 
which the Gospel tradition regarded as genuine uttcrances of 
the Nazarene from those which its editors have added on their 

‘For the opposite view: CLXV, 219f/., which attempts to save 


as much as possible, and CXC, 378 J. 
+ CHI, i, 287. 
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own instance. We shall deal later with the role which Jesus is 
supposed to have attributed to himself in the great drama.* 

Jesus appears to have avoided giving too definite an answer 
to the question of the exact time of the setting-up of the King- 
dom. He did not offer precise calculations after the manner 
of the apocalyptic writers ; but it is clear that he believed and 
asserted that the time was at hand, since the belief and its 
utterance constituted the reason for his preaching (Mark i. 
14-15). However, several passages in the Gospels seem to sct 
a limit to the disciples’ period of expectation. The first occurs 
in Mark ix. 1:7 

“ And he said unto them: Verily I say unto you that there 
are some of those standing here who shall not taste of death 
until they sce the Kingdom of God come with power.”’ 

It has been suspected (Loisy) that the word some was a 
correction due to the delay of the event and that the original 
reading ran: all those who are here. Further, it has been con- 
jectured that the logion arose, after the death of Jesus, out of the 
desire to encourage the disciples and to confirm them in their 
expectation of the parousia. But it is difficult to believe that 
such a rash asscrtion should have sprung spontaneously, for 
there can be no question of deception, from the faith of the 
companions of the Crucified, if it had no foundation in their 
recollections or had even actually contradicted them. 

Whatever its source may have been, it has sorely embar- 
rassed those theologians who persist in attributing the saying 
to Jesus. The Fathers of the fourth century found the fulfil- 
ment of the prediction in the Transfiguration. Even the most 
resolute conservatives would hardly venture, we imagine, to 
maintain this view today, but what they offer is hardly prefer- 
able, For instance: “ It is permissible to consider the fall of 
Jerusalem as the fulfilment of this prophecy, since the Kingdom 
thereafter ccased to be confined to a single nation and was 
extended to embrace the Gentiles.” * It is legitimate to deny 
the authenticity of the passage, but if its genuineness be once 
admitted it must be acknowledged that its meaning is entirely 
unambiguous, 

The same is true of Mark xiii. 80: ‘‘ This generation 
(} yeved. atm) shall not pass away till all be fulfilled.” It is 
idle to try * and persuade ourselves that this verse also does 
not refer to the parousia but merely to the fall of Jerusalem, 
and is hence a completely fulfilled prophecy. Some of the 

‘Cf. p. 488 f.  * Cf. Matt. xvi. 38 Luke ix. 27. * CI, 205. 

be LC Siatt. xxiv, 84; Luke xxi. 

* So Cl, 825; V, i, 456; xe, 273; ” GLYN, ti, 457. 
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commentators who refuse to consider the possibility that Jesus 
could have been mistaken fall back upon the supposition that 
the Evangelists misunderstood the saying, while others strain 
the words # yeved airy to mean the Jewish race, or the genera- 
tion of Christians, the Church, which was to last until the end 
ofthe age. St. Jerome suggested the morc daring interpretation 
of the human race! Once the literal sense of the passage is 
abandoned any interpretation is possible, but it is only the 
preconceived ideas of the expositors which obscures the plain 
meaning of the words.? 

A third passage confirms the foree of the two already 
mentioned. Before sending out the Apostles on their mission, 
Jesus is reported to have said to them: “ Verily I say unto 
you, ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel before the 
Son of Man be come.” It is quite possible to maintain that 
there was no apostolic mission, that there were no Apostles 
accompanying Jesus, and that consequently he could not have 
said such words to them; but the gospel tradition did believe 
that he said these words, and therefore recorded them, even 
though the very gospel of Matthew which contains them relates 
that the Apostles returned to their Master without the Great 
Day having come to pass.* Hence it is clear that the tradition 
believed that the prediction corresponded to some prophetic 
utterance of Jesus. 

In these three passages it is possible to see editorial influence 
going to the length of invention, and to regard the Evangelists 
as writing for a circle still dominated by the expectation of the 
parousia and by the hope of the blessed day when the Messiah 
would return in the glory of his Father, with his angels (Matt. 
xvi. 27). If scepticism with regard to the authenticity of these 
three passages, or at least the authenticity of their contents, be 
carried to its logical conclusion, leaving out of considcration the 
general frame-work of the gospel tradition, the only inference 
which follows is that we do not know whether Jesus foresaw or 
announced the precise time of the coming of the Kingdom. 
Such a position may be supported, if necessary, by the evidence 
of Mark xiii. 22 (Matt. xxiv. 36): “ Of that day and of that 
hour knoweth no man, not even the angels in heaven, nor the 
Son, but only the Father.” Nevertheless, it must be pointed out 
that ignorance of the day and the hour does not imply ignorance 


1 GMM, ii, 437; CXIV, 107. 

* COLHE, 142, ‘assumes that Jesus only intended a conditional pre- 
diction, and that the condition, which was repentance, was not fulfilled. 
An excellent example of the absurdities which theologians occasionally 
do not shrink from propounding. 


846 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


of a time-limit,! and that this was the view of the Evangelists, 
since they, or at least two of them, inserted this statement in 
the very discourse in which they record Jesus as saying : ** This 
generation shall not pass away till all be fulfilled " (xiii. 80 for 
Mark; xxiv. 34 for Matthew, who consequently places the 
statement two verses carlicr). 

At all events, it cannot be denicd that Jesus believed in the 
imminence of the Kingdom ; his insistent exhortation : Repent, 
would alone be sufficient to prove it. It was addressed to an 
audience that at any moment might see the expected dawn. 
This lends probability to the view that Jesus announced a time- 
limit for the present age, a time-limit in the immediate future. 
Two passages in the Gospels confirm this view. In Luke xix. 11 
we read that as they drew to Jerusalem the companions of 
Jesus believed that the Kingdom would immediately appear 
(xapayefua), so much so that they were thrown into the depths 
of despair when the death of their Master shattered their hopes 
(Luke xxiv. 17: égordOnouv oxvdewnd). Thus it was not 
death that Jesus was going up to Jerusalem to meet, but the 
great supernatural cvent so carnestly desired. The second 
passage is in Mark xiv. 25 (Matt, xxvi. 29), where the Nazarene 
says to his disciples during the last Supper : “‘ Verily, I say unto 
you, I will not any more drink of the fruit of the vine until that 
day when I shall drink it new with you in the Kingdom of God." 
Hence, for him, the day was near at hand, at least within a 
year, if we are to take literally the saying which Luke xxii. 16 
puts into his mouth on the same occasion: ‘ For I tell you 
that I will not again cat of it (the Passover) until it be fulfilled 
in the Kingdom of God.” Whether these sayings are genuine 
or not, they at least represent the belief of the iples, and 
are incompatible with the supposition that Jesus did not believe 
in the approaching vindication of his message and never said 
that its fulfilment was near at hand. 

The course of events falsified this expectation which was 
consequently and inevitably transformed by the persistent 
faith of the disciples into the belief in the parousia. Morcover, 
since the world showed no signs of passing away, the Church 
was forced to acecpt oa further transformation of the belief. 
But these recantations give us no help in reconstructing the 
belief of Jesus. 














+ CCLIII, 175. 
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Tue Locauty axp Duration oF THE Kincpon 


The next question concerns the chosen place for the mani- 
festation of the expected Kingdom. We know that for the 
Jews only one answer was conceivable, Jerusalem was the 
appointed centre of the Kingdom. This belief finds expression 
in the Shemonch Esreh, 17; it is extremely common in the 
Sibylline Oraeles * and occurs also in the Johannine Apocalypse, 
xxi. 10; “* And he carried me away in the spirit te a great and 
high mountain and showed me the city, holy dcrusalem, coming 
down from heaven, having the glory of God.” 

There is every reason to believe that Jesus shared the belicf 
of his fellow-countrymen. Only so does the account in Luke 
xix. 11 of the expectation of the disciples when they drew near 
to the holy City, become intelligible, and that Luke hinsclf 
should have written thus is evidence that the belief was known 
to him and was still a living foree among the disciples. The 
same conclusion may be drawn from the fuct that our texts 
make no comment on the point, since their silence is only 
intelligible on the supposition that for them the matter admitted 
of no question ; it was already accepted by common consent. 

According to Jewish belief the earthly Kingdom was not. 
eternal. On this point our Gospels are silent, and it is remark- 
able that they make no mention of the millennium, the Messianic 
reign of a thousand ‘years, which afterwards occupied an 
important place in Christian eschatology. It is possible that 
Jesus had a definite conception of the ne order of the new 
age. The present world would be glorified, and men would 
dwell in it like angels, in divine peace and rightcousn There 
is no evidence that the Nazarene believed in the Jewish dream 
of an intermediate stage, the Messianic age in the strict sense, 
and as far as we can judge, this is the reason why he says the 
Kingdom will come and not the Afessiah will come. This fact 
has been used as an argument in favour of his Messianic con- 
sciousness, because it seems difficult to believe that he would 
have rejected what we have been accustomed to regard as the 
most essential clement in Jewish eschatology. But it must not 
be forgotten that in Isracl it was not before the first century 
of our era that the conception of the Kingdom hecame inscpar- 
ably connected with the Messianic expectation. It is not suggested 
that the prophet eliminated the Messiah from his eschatological 
viewpoint, only that he placed the realization of the Kingdom 


3 Sib. Or., 8, 657, 715, 724, 757, T72, 785; 5, 420. 


















848 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


in the forefront of his aims, and that he thought of it as the 
result of the direct interposition of God, not as brought about 
by the war-like exploits of the Messiah. For him the only 
natural and logical issue of his belief that the Kingdom consisted 
in the rule of God among men, and not of the domination of 
the Jewish nation over the conquered Gentiles, was the relega- 
tion of the figure of the divine hero to the second place. This 
was inevitable, since the more Jesus himself proved a stumbling- 
block to Jewish nationalism, the more the Jews tended to exalt 
the idea of a national Messiah. 

Furthermore, it is remarkable that, as far as we know, Jesus 
never represented his activities as actually ushering in the 
Kingdom, but rather as preparing the Jews for its coming.’ It 
may not be rash to infer from the words which the gospel 
tradition records him to have uttered during the Last Supper, 
that he accepted that feature of current eschatology which has 
been ealled the Messianic Banquet.* He says that he will no 
more drink of the fruit of the vine until he drinks of it new in 
the Kingdom (Mark xiv. 25 and Syn.). But it must also be 
remarked that in this solemn hour he only speaks of the King- 
dom and not of the Messieh.* 


HI 
Tue: Conpitions oF ENTRANCE INTO THE Kincpom 


The conditions of entrance into the Kingdom, as laid down 
by Jcsus, are naturally cthical and religious. They consist of 
three requirements, to believe in the gospel, to do the will of 
God, and to repent, implying a moral change of life. 

What Jesus meant by believing in the gospel (Mark i. 15: 
morévere dy 1G edayyehi), is not what we mean by it 
today, since for us the Gospel is a book, a collection of precepts, 
For Jesus it involved belief in the Good News which he 
announced, faith in his mission, a complete surrender to the 
hope of the Kingdom which he declared to be so near. There 
is no doubt that the Evangelists, as interpreters of the senti- 
ments of the Christian communitics of their time, emphasized 
the primary need of believing in the Messiah and of not doubting 
his word, and that they made the reception of the Kingdom, 


‘ CCVI, 44 f. 

* The righteous and the elect shall eat with the Son of Man, accord- 
ing to Enoch, 62, 14. 

*CXIV, 115: he docs not declare himself to be the Messiah, not 
even the future Messiah. 
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that is, of salvation, depend on this faith, They could not do 
otherwise without ignoring the most vital necessity of member- 
ship of the Church, Moreover, if they were not to make Jesus 
deny himself, it was necessary to represent him as believing that 
he was himself the Truth and the Way. Hence absolute belief 
in the former and complete surrender to the latter were essential 
conditions of salvation. Nevertheless, it must be remarked 
that in this case his own person was invested with no special 
privilege : faith to him is requisite because he is the sent one 
of God ; hence, strictly speaking, it is God and the Gond News 
which he has committed to his prophet that are the objects of 
faith. i 

To do the will of God (Mark vii. 21: 6 zodv 16 Odinga tod 
nuredg pov tod &y toig otpuvoic), docs nut merely consist in 
words and well-meaning behaviour; it consists in loving God 
with the will, keeping his commandments in a deeper sense 
than the scribes and Pharisees (Matt. v. 20), loving one’s neigh- 
bour as oneself and forgiving one’s enemies (Mark xii. 29-81 
and Syn.), repentance and a sincere attempt to avoid sinning 
afresh (Matt. iv. 17), a complete moral change, out of love to 
God, producing a return to the simplicity and innocence of a 
little child (Matt. xviii. 8). 

Such is the meaning of metanoia, the moral change essential 
for salvation. The coming Kingdom will be the reign of right- 
eousness, hence righteousness is a condition of entrance. The 
Jews had always attached great importance to righteousness, 
the distinctive characteristic of Jahweh, and they had been 
accustomed to connect the forgiveness of sins and the moral 
renewal of the chosen people with the advent of the Messianic 
Kingdom. The only object of the sayings and repeated miracles 
of Jesus was “that they may repent” (Mark vi. 12: ba 
petavodav): the only reason of his coming was to produce 
this change in them, for “He who does not repent before Him,” 
says Enoch (I. 2f.), “shall perish.” Hence, what is required is 
a fundamental mutatio animi, a change of attitude with regard 
to sin, that is, a determination to forsake all conduct which 
causes sin or results from it, repentance for sins already com- 
mitted and a resolve to sin no more. A pious Jew who had 
kept the Law, the written will of Jahweh, thought that he had 
done all that was required of him; but among the anavim, it 
was the deep sense of their unworthiness as sinners which 
created the heartfelt repentance for their shortcomings that 
drew them to God. We have already seen that Jesus was in 
the spiritual line of succession to these “ poor in Israel.” 

It is probable that Jesus saw clearly how hard a thing he 
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asked of men when he exhorted them to seck the Kingdom 
first, and to forsake this present world in order to win a place 
in the age to come. He seems to have anticipated how strong 
would be the opposition of the human instincts, good and bad, 
to his claims, and to have demanded their suppression: “ If 
any man come after me and hate not his father and his mother, 
his wife and his children, his brethren and his sisters, yea, and 
his own life also, he cannot be my disciple '’ (Luke xiv. 26).' 

Similarly, it is the realization of the obstacles in the way 
of metanoia that finds expression in the famous passage in 
Matthew x. $4f.: “ Think not that I am come to send peace 
upon carth; I tell you nay, but rather a sword. Iam come to 
set enmity between the son and his father, between the daughter 
and her mother, between the daughter-in-law and her mother- 
in-law, and a man’s foes shall be they of his own household ” 
(ef. Luke xii. 51 f.). 

It is impossible that the saying should be authentic; such 
an unlikely prominence given by Jesus to himself is bound to 
be suspect ;? but we may find in it, put into the mouth of Jesus, 
the actual expericnee of the primitive community, as a reminis- 
eence of a prophetic utterance in Micah vii. 6: ‘ For the son 
dishonourcth the father, the daughter riseth up against her 
mother, the daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law; a 
man’s enemies are the men of his own house.” 

The fact that Mark x. 40 seems to regard places of honour as 
a feature of the future age, suggests that it was felt that reward 
would vary according to the degree of individual effort. We 
find, for instance, the two sons of Zebedee boldly demanding such 
places, and Matthew xix. 80 speaks of first who shall be last, and 
last first. Morcover, there is the clear affirmation that no man 
who has made sacrifices will be the loser thereby: ‘‘ Verily, I 
say unto you that there is no man who has left house, or wife, 
or brothers, or parents, or children for the Kingdom of God, 
who shall not receive many times more in this present life, and 
in the world to come life everlasting’ (Luke xviii. 29-80). 

The form of the saying may be due to the redactor,? but 





1 Cf. Matt. x. 37. With reservations, of course, as to the letter of 
the saying, 

*‘ LXXXVI, 94. The passage is one of those which have been used 
as evidence for the violence which was to characterize the activity of 
Jesus. Cf, GLIV, ii, 254. As the context clearly shows, the mind of 
the gospel writer, behind which we cannot go, was only concerned 
with family dissensions. 

* Mark x. 20, which has “for my sake and the Gospel's,” and Matt. 
xix. 20, which reads “ for my name's sake,” instead of Luke’s “ for the 
Kingdom of God's sake,” are naturally more concerned to emphasize 
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the conception that the Kingdom is worth any sacrifice and that. 
no sacrifice, however great, can fail to be rewarded, is character- 
istic of Jesus. It is not clear, however, what form Jesus thought 
the fulfilment of his promises would take. He could only have 
accepted to a limited extent the rewards offered by Jewish 
eschatology, for it is obvious that the central Israelite concep- 
tion of national aggrandizemeut had no place in his own vision 
of the future. Still, it is not safe to suppose that he had realized 
all the difficulties that present themselves to us, or that his mind 
travelled along the lines of modern forms of thought. 

Concerning the teaching of the carly Christians about hell, 
the further question arises whether Jesus had a clear idea of 
the future of those who would be excluded from the Kingdom.? 
It might be said that he alternated between three views : the 
hardened sinner would be shut out from the Kingdom (Matt. xxv. 
11-12) ;—he would be cast into “ outer darkness,’ ? where there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of tecth (Matt. viii. 12) ;—or he 
would go into Gehenna (Matt. x. 28-9), the place of destruction 
of both soul and body. It would appear reasonable that a 
reign of Satan over the wicked should correspond to the reign 
of God over the good ;_ but this view conflicted with the old idea 
that the actual reign of Good could only be realized through the 
annihilation of evil and the Evil One. The Gospel tradition 
ignored the problem, 

The conclusions arising from our study of the Kingdom may 
now be summed up in the following propositions : 

(1) The Kingdom of Jesus’ expectation was an eschatological 
Kingdom, the gift of divine grace, to be established by the 
miraculous interposition of the divine will. 

(2) Jesus did not believe that this Kingdom would be set 
up on earth as the result of his preaching, but that his preaching, 
by announcing the Kingdom, was preparing the way for it, and 
by immediately preceding it served as an introduction to it. 
Hence he believed that in this ease there was a-close link between 
his own present activity and the future interposition of God, 
but he never confounded the two, 

(8) He conceived of the sctting up of the Kingdom as the 
result of a miraculous act, but did not think that it would be 
preceeded by al} the fantastic portents and disturbances which 
Jewish eschatology associated with the appearance of the 





the central interest of the Christian movement, the person of the Lord 
and the Gospel, rather than the Kingdom. 

‘ CI, i, 228. 

4 El; 1é. oxéro; 16 éiutegov implies the opposite of the tight of the King- 
dom. It is a common Jewish conception. Cf. IV, 278. 
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Messiah. It was his disciples whe were induced to apply to 
him, in a modified form, the apocalyptic ideas of Daniel, in the 
belief that he had foreshadowed the future after this fashion, 
since they were convinced that his power, after suffering the 
eclipse of death, would burst upon the world in a glorious return. 
But it is clear that he believed that the Kingdom would be an 
actual realization on carth of divine righteousness and human 
happiness, a visible and sensible state of bliss for the true sons 
of the Kingdom (Matt. xiii, 88 : vioi ti Bactdelac), according to 
their deserts. There would be no further need of intermediary 
beings between them and their heavenly Father, and if we may 
describe such a state us morally conditioned, the theological 
phraseology need not obscure the simple and primitive nature of 
the eoneeption, Such a mode of coneciving of the Kingdom 
could only survive in primitive minds, but it was not dillicult, 
by the addition of a little metaphysies, to transform it into a 
sublime and majestic system, nor would such a transformation 
be the most radical of those which the Kingdom announced by 
Jesus hus suffered. 


CHAPTER VIII 
THE FUNDAMENTAL IDEAS OF JESUS 
I 


STATEMENT OF THE Prosiem: THe MAIn Questions 


Gob? 





E have already touched, indirectly, upon the Synoptic 

representation of the mi is; We shall now go 

on to deal directly with the fundamental aspects of the problem. 
The three following points wil} occupy our attention : 

(1) We shall first inquire what Jesus, according to the editors 
of the Gospels, understood by the word God, and especially 
the originality of the ideas and the depth of the emotions con- 
tained for him in the expression God the Father, since the 
emphasis which our texts scem to lay upon it suggest that it 
was a characteristic note of his tenching. Modern thought 
tends to regard it as the essence of his message. 

(2) We shall attempt to discover the kind of life which Jesus 
considered pleasing to God, the way of salvation. ‘This involves 
the problem of the ethies of Jesus, a fundamental one for us 
because, owing to the fact that the apocalyptic vision of the 
prophet was not realized, the way, of which Christianity co: 
before it became a dogmatic system, was based on the cthies of 
Jesus, and hence it was to the propagation of his cthics that the 
Church always directed its efforts. There are many who, 
although they have long since discarded the metaphysics and 
dogma of Christianity, still regard the ethics of the Nazarene as 
their most precious and inalienable heritage. 

(8) We shall endeavour to define the manncr in which Jesus 
regarded the eschatological drama which would close the present 
age and usher in the age to come. The question has lost something 
of its insistence with the passing of the generations which have 
watched in vain for the desired or dreaded signs of the coming 
change, but it was a burning question for the immediate dis- 
ciples of Jesus, and the faith which created Christianity rested 

2 Bibliography : La, i, 210-48; LXVH, 3rd ed., J. Leitpoldt, Das 
Gotteseriebuis Jesu im Lichie der vergleichenden Heligionsgeschichte, 1927. 
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on the living expectation of the parousia in the hearts of the 
primitive community. 

It is possible that the ideas attributed to Jesus by the Gospel 
writers were not really held by him, but none the less they 
represent the foundations of the Christian religion which are 
supposed to have been Jaid by him, and as such they cali for 
our careful consideration, 


Il 
Tue IpEA oF Gop 


According to the orthodox theologians Jesus presented to 
the world a definite revelation of God, but it is not usually 
maintaincd that he offered it in the systematic form of a 
theodicy. He spoke and acted entirely as if his hearers did 
not need any doctrine about God, the reason being that they 
already did possess what was at Icast supposed to be a well- 
known and clearly defined doctrine of God.+ Moreover, without 
such @ presupposition, the fragmentary and sporadic teaching 
of Jesus about God, as recorded in the Gospels, would have 
thrown the disciples into the greatest perplexity about the 
existence and nature of the Most High. We are told that * 
“The Gospel is far less a theodicy than the expression of an 
intuitive apprehension of a personal God.” While the truth 
of this assertion may be admitted, it must be added that such 
an apprehension is not self-explanatory and is, in fact, based 
on a revelation of God prior to the time of Jesus. When he 
spoke to his disciples about God, their common background was 
the “ hereditary theodicy ” of Israel; the God of whom they 
spoke was Jahweh, the God of their fathers.? Mark xii. 36 
records Jesus as quoting the universally accepted Jewish desig- 
nation of God: “ J am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, 
and the God of Jacob ” (Exodus iii. 6); and in Mark xii. 29 he 
cites Deuteronomy vi. 4 in the LXX: “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord 
our God is one Lord.” 4 He is the God who spoke by Moses and 
through the Prophets (Matt. v. 17), the Lord of heaven and 
earth (Matt. xi. 25), who reveals himself in the Bible by his words 
and by his acts.* 

Hence Jesus accepts, in principle, the scriptural revelation 


1 Cf. Schechter, Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, ap. McGiffert, 
The God of Early Christians, New York, 1924, p. 9f. 

"CXC, 83. * LXXX, 201-7. 

“The Hebrew has: “ Jahweh, our God, is one Jahweh.” 

*“XLIV, 29. 
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of Jahweh. If he is himself the instrument of a fresh revelation 
of God, he is unconscious of it ; when he prays, it is to the God 
of Israel; he is sent by him; towards him are his aspirations 
directed, and, like the Prophets before him, it is by the Spirit 
of the God of Israel that he feels himseif guided, impelled and 
sustained. This is the reason why his utterances concerning 
God lack the appearance of any systematic arrangement.!' This 
absence of metaphysics and theology is a frequent source of 
surprise to the theologians.* Thus the love of God is only 
explicitly mentioned in the Fourth Gospel, and the grace of God 
only in Luke, gravely suspected of Paulinism. - Moreover, Luke 
himself only attributes one mention of this grace to Jesus, in 
vi. 82 f.: ‘ And if ye love them which love you, what thank 
have ye?” a passage where the word ydow, grace, and the 
sense of the saying, have both a Pauline flavour. 

If the idea of God is not dealt with systematically in the 
teaching of Jesus, it is none the less central in his teaching.* 
For him it is not something to be defined like an abstract con- 
ception, it is a living reality, an almost sensible presence, in 
which he seems to live and breathe. He sees God in all things, 
great or small, in nature and in man, in the clothing of the hihes 
(Matt. vi. 28), in the feeding of the ravens (Luke xii. 24), in a 
sparrow on the eaves, in the number of the hairs of man’s head 
(Matt. x. 29). For him there scems to be no distinction between 
the activity of nature and of God : everything in the world and 
in life is for him, in no mere manner of speaking, but in very 
truth, of God or from God. Here we find the focal point of 
his religion, whence his wholc life and religious emotions radiate.* 
The pragmatism of Jesus’ idea of God is the most obvious 
characteristic of the Synoptic Gospels. Hence Jesus’ faith in 
God docs not present itself to our minds as belief, though of that. 
there can be no question, but as trust, and it is clear that this is 
the kind of faith which he claims for himself. His soul rests 
on God with complete certainty. 

Nevertheless, as we read the Synoptics, we cannot fail to 
observe that there is a blending of two different conceptions of 
God, both equally fundamental.* (God is seen as the Ruler of 
the universe, in unapproachable glory, recalling the gorgeous 
imagery of the description of the coming Day in the book of 
Daniel; but he also appears as the Father of mankind, upon 
whom all their support and salvation depend. The theologians 
admit that the first of these two conceptions is peculiar to 


+ Ibdid., 34, * LXVIL, ist ed., 128. 
* CLXVMI, 73. * CHIL, i, 238; CLX, 112, 
* LXVIT, lst ed., 190. «XIV, 30. 
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Israel, but they maintain that the novelty and originality of 
the religion of Jesus is to be found in the second. In order to 
arrive at an estimate of this view it will be necessary to sum- 
marize the main features of the conception of God which was 
current in Palestine in the time of Jesus.* 

Although the spiritualization of the conception of Jahweh 
had reached an advanced stage, his worshippers had not yet 
arrived at the point of regarding him, so to speak, as a meta- 
physical entity. Although it had become the custom to refrain 
from the utterance of his name, his adherents were aware that 
he possessed a special name, indicating a very definite divine 
being, a person, vast, indefinable, but real, whose character was 
reflected throughout the whole of their sacred literature. Jahweh 
was Isracl’s God and King (Ps. v. 2; xxiv. 10; cxxiii.); he is the 
ecntre of Jewish history. He is, moreover, the creator of heaven 
and carth, the omnipotent ruler of the world, the source and 
administrator of righteousness, who will execute judgment in 
the day which he has laid up in his purposes. This is the 
essential and inaltcrable Jewish conception of God. The 
experiences of the Maccabean period resulted in a remarkable 
revitalization of the ancient biblical conception of the direct 
presence and help of Jahweh. 

Doubtless, during the period between the Return from Exile 
and the time of Jesus, under the influence of the vague and 
cloudy synerctistic speculations of the Hellenistic East, the 
conception of Jahweh tended to become sublimated into a 
purely transcendental figure.* | The common people ceased to 
have any contact with him and were afraid to utter his name. 
He was regarded as a kind of Grand Monarch, incomprehensible 
and mysterious, secure and unapproachable in his celestial 
courts, like the Persian king immured in his magnificent palace, 
only to be reached through the intermediary of his ministers 
and servants, the angelic hierarchy. But the point cannot be 
tuo strongly emphasized that these “* modernist" ideas, the 
result of foreign contact, entirely failed to affect the narrow 
circle of the anavim, among whom Jesus was born and grew 
up. In the pages of the Psalter * or the Psalms of Solomon ¢ 
we micet the imposing figure of Jahweh, the ever-present help 
of the godly in Israel. He is the omnipotent King, all-secing 
and righteous, the saviour of those who walk in his ways, 
executing judgment upon the wicked who depart from them. 
The dominant emotion experienced by the worshippers of such 

VIV, 358-94. ‘TH, 358 ff. 
* XLIV, 209. Cf. Ps. buxili. 26 f.; xlii. 2; ete. 
* COLEXXIL, ii, 130 ff. 
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a God is fear, tempered by trust in the unfailing justice of the 
Judge ; there would seem to be no place for the sentiment of a 
tender affection. 

It would, however, be incorrect to suppose that the Jews 
knew nothing of the grace, the tender merey, or the fatherhood 
of God. In various passages of the Oid Testament, even in the 
earlier literature, we hear God spoken of in terms of the most 
implicit trust.1_ Such expressions, indeed, are somewhat hesitat- 
ing and uncertain, but they do not represent the attitude of 
slaves cringing before a despot : they depict rather the relation 
between the chicf and father of the family and its members, 
“Ye are the sons of Jahweh your God," says the Deutcrono- 
mist (Deut. xiv. 1);* ‘* Thou art my Father, the Rock of my 
salvation,” exclaims the Psal: (Ps. Ixxxix. 27). It is 
precisely this sense of sonship which is characteristic of Isracl’s 
relation to God, and which distinguishes them as a people from 
ali othcr nations. Morcover, it scems clear that the idea of the 
fatherhood of Jahweh, alongside of his transcendence, tends to 
gain ground during the period immediately preceding the 
appearance of Jesus,* while the idea of the fatherhood of God 
earries with it the corollary that he loves and is loved by the 
godly.* 

Briefly, among the Jews of the time of Jesus there were 
current three distinct conceptions of God, held separately or 
combined, according to shades of difference in the religious 
environment, not casy to distinguish clearly : (1) that of the 
God of the Old Testament, the omnipotent Creator, King and 
supreme Judge of the world; (2) that of the Most High and 
unapproachable God, a blend of the Persian despot with Greck 
speculation ; (8) that of the God who is the Father of those who 
know and adore his name. The last of these aspects was not 
as yet cither decply rooted or widely spread in Istacl, but its 
infinite possibilities appealed to personal religion, and from this 
time onwards it took its place definitely alongside the other two 
conceptions. The broad gencral tenct of the holiness of God 
served to embrace and unite all three views. 

As we have already pointed out, it is unlikely that the con- 
ception of the remote and exalted God should have been current 

* Deut. i. 81; |. 5; Isa. i. 2; Hos, ii. 1. Cf. IV, 3779. 

Cf. 2 Sam. 14. 
870 f7., which give the refs. Cf. 3 Mace. v. 7; 






















. i. 28.97. 

“Shemonch Earch, 5 and 6. Towards the end of the Int century 
A.D. the phrase “the heavenly Father” was in common use among 
the Rabbis in speaking of Jahweh. ‘The date is too easly for the opinion 
to be maintained seriously that we have to do with Christian influence. 
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among the anavim; but side by side with the conception of 
the almighty Ruler and Judge, that of the beneficent and loving 
Father would have found a ready acceptance among them, 
offering for their worship a Deity at once omnipotent, righteous, 
and benevolent. 

It is exactly such a conception 4s this that is attributed by 
the Synoptists to Jesus. It cannot be said that in his mind the 
conception of God as King and Master, a terrible and incxorable 
Judge, occupicd the second place. We mect it everywhere in 
the Gospels. Heaven is the throne of such a God, and carth is 
a footstool for his fect (Matt. v. 84). He is in very sooth the 
Lord of the Universe (Matt. xi. 25). His sovereignty, viewed 
after the manner of the ancient East, knows no limits (Mark x. 
27; xii. 24), The attitude of man toward this God is often 
expressed under the figure of the subservience of a scrvant to 
his master (Matt, xviii. 28; xx. 1; xxv. 14; Luke xvi. I, etc.). 
His absolute power over nature and man is limited by no jaw, 
so to speak, and is exercised directly and personally, in the 
literal sense of the words, and arbitrarily. Thus, it is his sun 
which shines upon the world: by his will alone it shines and 
rises upon the just and unjust at his pleasure (Matt. v. 45). The 
field is clothed with the green grass at his command (Matt. vi. 
80). Examples might be multiplied indefinitely. 

Similarly, many passages might be adduced to illustrate the 
belief that God, as King, is also Judge.! The idea of the Judg- 
ment, being inscparably linked up with that of the Kingdom, 
pervades the whole of the Gospels. At the appointed Day each 
shall receive from God the reward of his deeds according to the 
strictest. reckoning (Matt. xxiv. 45 ff; xxv. 14 ff.).2 

Finally, Jesus was equally imbued with the idea of the holi- 
ness of God, in conjunction with his two other aspects of King 
and Judge upon which his holiness depends; while it follows 
from the fact of his holiness that he must be a righteous Judge 
and a merciful King.* 

So far we have not gone beyond the limits of Jewish religion. 
At the most. there appears a personal emphasis on the holiness 
of God as the perfect expression of righteousness and mercy 
(Mark x. 18). We may also discern in Jesus a certain softening 
of the harsh rigidity of the Israelite conception of the righteous- 
ness of Jahweh.* Whereas the Old Testament might be said 
to exhibit such an inevitable relation between a deed and its 
recompense that even Jahweh cannot alter it, several passages 
in the Gospels display God as breaking through the conventional 

2 XLIV, 31, gives several examples. 

*OXC, 86. ? GLX, 122. * CXC, 38. 
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limits of justice in order to increase the reward of a good deed, 
or to magnify his mercy towards an evil one (Matt. xviii. 28 ff. : 
the servant who cannot pay his debt ; xx. 1 ff.: the hire of the 
labourers in the vineyard; Luke xv. 11 ff.; the Prodigal Son). 

Such traits are not, at first sight, characteristically Jewish ; 
but we do not know the complete connotation of the term 
Jewish. And since Jesus and those who gave its shape to the 
Gospel tradition were Jews, it would be rash to dogmatize on 
the point. The more so in that there is no need for surprise 
if we find that any originality in these respects which distin- 
guishes Jesus from his contemporarics springs from that religion 
of the heart which has its souree in the Prophets. 


Ilr 
Tue Fatiernoop or Gop 


The idea of the Fatherhood of God as found in the Gospels 
is so far from being at variance with the aspects already indi- 
eated that we find them harmoniously combined in the same 
sentence in Matthew xi. 25: ‘“ O Father, Lord of Heaven and 
Earth.” The two aspects of God blend into a unified coneep- 
tion. The second aspect, that of Fatherhood, shows no signs 
of displacing the first, that of authority. Nevertheless, it is 
still frequently asserted that the idca of the Fatherhood of God 
represents the original clement in the teaching of the Nazarene. 
“The essence of the theology of Jesus is to be found in the 
definite conception of God as Father,” so Renan wrote.! This 
conception, says another scholar, is a ‘* characteristic feature of 
his idea of God.” * He makes the idca of the Fatherhood of 
God the central element of his belicf in God, nor does he regard 
it necessary to be a Jew in order tv be a son of God, but for 
him God is as much the God of the outcast and the sinner as 
of the righteous. In short, the ideas of Jesus bear witness to 
a fresh and unspoiled nature ; they svar far above all the more 
or less similar conceptions to be met with in or beyond the 
realm of Jewish thought.? Mgr. Batiffol, forgetting the passages 
in which the Jews are represented as the sons of Jahweh, with 
the implication that he is their Father, and even ignoring Ps. 
lxxxix. 27, “Thou art my Father, my God and the Rock of 

* CLXVIIL, 76. 

°CRL, 123: das cigentliche Wesen der Gollesvorstellung. CLXI, 
893 (Anglican Modernist), informs us that we may think of Jesus os 
in essence the Lord who reveals God the Father. 

'XLIV, 2; CXL, loc. cit.; CCXEXV, 70. 
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my salvation,” goes so far as to write: ‘The Psalms, repre- 
senting Jewish religion at its highest, never venture to ascribe 
to God the name of Father.”’? 

At the other extreme we find it maintained that the Father- 
hood attributed to God by Jesus represented nothing beyond 
contemporary Jewish religious experience. The documents 
themselves, examined without preconceptions, constitute our 
only criterion. While they do not bring us into direct contact 
with the mind of the prophet, it is a matter of no small im- 
portance that they tell us what the disciples believed that he 
thought. 

At the outsct we mect with a difficulty that although Jesus 
often uses the term Father in Matthew and John, he rarely 
uses it in the other Gospels. In Mark God is only spoken of 
as Father in the absolute sense, without qualification, in two 
passages, both of which are believed to be either editorial inter- 
polations or editorially modified. One is the famous text in 
xiii, 82: ‘Of that. day and of that hour knoweth no man. . . 
save the Father.” The other is in the prayer of Jesus in Geth- 
semane, xiv. 86: “Abba, Father (Appa, 6 xatijg), all things 
are possible with thee.” Moreover, the expression my Father 
is never found in Mark, and your Father is only found in xi. 
25-6 (instructions concerning the right state of mind for prayer). 
It must also be remarked that several important MSS. (followed 
by most of the critical editions) omit verse 26, and even verse 
25 is regarded by the commentators with some doubt.' It is 
no use quoting Mark viii. 88: “The Son of Man... when 
he shall come in the glory of his Father,” since the saying is 
gencrally acknowledged to be editorial ; it occurs in a discourse 
added by the Evangelist to the confession of Peter, and intended 
to prove that Jesus is the Messiah, but not that of current 
Jewish expectation. It is a piece of catechetical instruction, 
Pauline in spirit and phraseology, which could neither have 
been uttered by Jesus nor understood by those to whom it is 
supposed to be addressed.* 

Hence even the few passages in which Mark attributes the 
use of the term Father to Jesus are doubtful and may be from 
the hand of the editor, who, morcover, makes no claim to have 
recorded the characteristic phrascology of the prophet. 


1 OXC, 96. 

* The Matthwan expression 6 narig dud b é roi olpavois, is dis- 
turbing here, and it seems so isolated and mesningiess at the end 
of the pericope that it has been thought that it must be out of place. 
Cf. XCVI, i, 163; CXIV, 91; XCVMI, 133. 

*OXIV, 67 f.; OV, 2507. 
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Similarly, the few occurrences of the different forms : 
Father, the Father, your Father, my Father, in the logia* are 
easy to cnumerate. Taking them altogether we have (1) 
Matthew v. 48 (Luke vi. 86): ‘Be ye therefore perfect as 
your heavenly Father is perfect.”" This is one of the utterances 
contained in the Sermon on the Mount and is clearly modelled 
on Leviticus xix. 2: ‘“ Ye shall be holy because 1 the Lord 
your God am holy.” It is possibic that at some time or other 
Jesus may have uttered a saying of this kind, but we have no 
guarantee of its original form. (2) Matthew xi. 25-7 (Luke x. 
21-2), the opening words of what has been called the Prayer 
of Thanksgiving, because it begins with the words: “I thank 
thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and carth,” and in which the 
words Father, the Father, or my Father, occur five times, 
Unfortunately it also contains the term the Son, only found 
in one other Synoptic passage (Mark xiii. 82), and more char- 
acteristic of Johannine phrascology.? Taken as a whole, it 
bears the aspect somewhat of an errant fragment of the Fourth 
Gospel, and if we admit its authenticity we should be obliged 
to maintain that Jesus consciously regarded himsclf as “ the 
immortal, and possibly, the pre-existent Christ,” ? a conclusion 
which the present writer cannot accept. We should also have 
to ignore the fact that it is related to the formule in current 
use in the Hellenistic Mysteries and the Oriental religions,‘ and 
that it is made up of phrases from Ecclesiasticus, in the fifty- 
first chapter of which we find the corresponding prayer of 
thanksgiving of Jesus, the son of Sirach.® Lastly, we must 
ignore the fact that it is in rhythmic form, which makes it 
difficult to attribute to the Nazarene. Forcign to the spirit of 
the Synoptic tradition, it must be assigned to the Christology 
of a Christian community which knew Paul but had already 
gone beyond him. 

It is clear at a glance that in many of the passages where 
Matthew has the term Father, it is not found in the parallel 

1 It may be repeated that this source (Q) can be restored with a 
fair degree of probability by a careful comparison of the parullel passages 
of Matthew and Luke. 

4 Matt. xi. 27: ‘ All (i.e. the entire revelation) has been given tae by 
my Father, and no man knoweth the Son save the Father, neither knorweth 


any man the Father save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will be 
pleased lo reveal him.” 








‘OOxCI¥, 83 338. Corpus hermet., tract. i, 82. 

5 Kight verses from Sirach, from ch. 51 and ch. 24, are connected 
with this pericope. The influence of certain passages of Isaiah and 
Zechariah hes also becn suggested. Cf. XCIX, 108 7. ; LXVI, i, ous ff; 
CVE, ii, 177. 
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passages of Luke ; or that Matthew emphasizes the term where 
Luke seems to Jay no stress on it. It is clear that, if not 
in all, yet in most of the passages Matthew has emended the 
original. The main contention is that neither the logia nor 
Mark suggest that the attribution of Fatherhood to God occupies. 
the place which it is commonly supposed to in the teaching of 
Jesus. 

On the other hand, Matthew evinces a distinct predilection 
for the terms the Father, or my Father, or your Father he 
uses them frequently in those parts of his Gospel which are 
peculiar to him, and of whose source we have no knowledge ; 
in addition he makes liberal use of them in the rest of the 
Gospel. While it is not necessary to maintain that he has every- 
where inserted them on his own authority, it cannot be doubted 
that he has very often done so. A glance at a Synopsis and a 
careful comparison with Mark or Luke will establish the fact. 

The unqualificd use of the term Father does not occur in 
the parts peculiar to Luke. There are two occurrences of 
Father (xxiii. 84): “‘ Father, forgive them, for they know not 
what they do”; (xxiii. 46): ‘ Father, into thy hands I commit 
my spirit"; the fact that the sayings are attributed to Jesus 
on the Cross is disturbing. There are two occurrences of my 
Father (xxii. 29): “‘ And E appoint unto you a kingdom as my 
Father hath appointed unto me’; (xxiv. 49}: “ And behold, 
I send the promise of my Father upon you.” The first passage 
is certainly sccondary, and entircly Johannine; the authen- 
ticity of the second, which forms part of a discourse placed in 
the mouth of the risen Christ, cannot be accepted. There is 
one occurrence of your Father (xii. 82): ‘It is your Father’s 
good pleasure to give you the Kingdom,” a passage whose 
authenticity is less open to doubt. Hence the impression gained 
from the parts peculiar to Luke corresponds with that which 
we have gathered from Mark and the logia. 

It is relevant here to give a brief consideration to John. 
First of all, it docs not surprise us to find that John uses the 
term even more frequently than Matthew. Then it is to be 
noticed that while the terms the Father and my Father are 
of common occurrence, your Father has disappeared.2 The 

2 Cf. Matt. x. 32 and Luke xii. 8; Matt. vi. 9 and Luke Uy 
Matt. vii, 11 and Luke xi. 18; Matt. vi. 26; x. 20 and Luke xii, 24; 
xii, G; Matt. v. $5 and Luke vi. 835; Matt. x. 20 and Luke xii. 12; 
Matt, xviii. 14 and Luke xv. 7. 

"“F ascend to my Father and your Father, to my God and your 
God” only occurs in John xx. 17. Moreover, the word “ your” only 
applies to the disciples, for the Devil is the father of the unbelieving 
Jews (vill. 38 f., esp. 44 : dusts & 705 narpds tod duapidlov dard). 
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Johannine Jesus has taken possession of the Father for himself 
and his disciples, and, in the last resort, for himself alone ; 
he is conscious of being united to the Father by a bond which 
is wholly unique: ‘ For the Father himself loveth you,” he 
says to his disciples, “‘ because ye have loved me and have 
believed that I came out from God” (John xvi. 27). It is 
this Johannine consciousness which explains the meaning of 
the Matthzan usage whose tendency is already to monopolize 
the Father for Jesus. This process, entirely foreign to the 
thought of the prophet, belongs to the history of Christology. 

Hence we are confronted by the question of what we may 
believe Jesus to have thought and said. First of all we may 
conclude what he did not say. He did not use the term the 
Father which involves the corresponding term the Son, because 
he did not think of himself as the Son in the Pauline and Johan- 
nine sense. Still less did he say my Father or our Father.! 
Apparently he merely regarded God as the Father of all men.? 
The relevant passages of the Gospels, as far as we can determine 
their original form, are far from giving us any ground for be- 
lieving that, in the teaching of Jesus, the idea of the Father- 
hood of God held the place which modern theologians have 
assigned to it on the strength of the evidence of Matthew and 
John. 

Nevertheless, the pertinent question arises whether into this 
idea derived from his environment Jesus had not introduced 
something new, hitherto unknown to the Jews. In the first 
place, the fact must be recognized that he did not define the 
term Father any more than he defined the term Kingdom, a 
fact which might be adduced as at least one reason for supposing 
that he used the term in the sense in which it was understood 
by those around him. We must, furthermore, acknowledge 
that we are no longer in a position to grasp the exact sense in 
which he used the word Father, hidden as it is behind the 
Gospel description, already so remote from his actual habit of 
thought. 

He may have been accustomed to use Father (Abba) in 
prayer.* But from the fact that in his approach to God he 
turns to the Father rather than to the omnipotent King and 

‘The Matthean version of the Lord’s Prayer (vi. 9) has ndreg judy, 
but Luke xi. 2 only reads adreg. 

* Matt. v. 45; Luke vi 

* Luke xi. 2: "Téwee éyaothjee td Gropd cov. The traditional belicf 
that he used the expression Father (Abba) in prayer, finds more or less 
substantial support in the prayer of Thankegiving in Matt. xi. 25 ff.; 
Luke x. 21 ,, and in the prayer in Gethsemane, Mark xiv. 86; Matt. 
xxvi. 80; Luke xxii. ¢: 
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the austere Judge—although he did not forget that aspect of 
the Divine character—we should infer that Jesus tended to 
emphasize the idea of the Divine care, the idea! that man might 
always turn for help to the goodness that provided for his needs 
as they arose, and to the mercy that was ever ready to forgive 
(Matt. vi. 12). 

The evidence of our text does not allow us to go beyond 
the ahove conclusions, which are not themselves absolutely 
impregnable. If they were it would be possible to draw from 
them an interesting inference, namely, that practically, that 
is to say in the working out of the relation between God and 
man based on prayer, the conception of the Fatherhood of God 
predominates over the other, theoretically equal, conception 
of the Sovereignty of God. If the God whom Jesus addresses 
in prayer is no longer the flaming God of the Apocalypses,* 
if man may realize the nearness of his personal presence, as of 
a father in the midst of his children, a father whose severity 
is ever tempered by love and tenderness, chastising at need, 
hut. preferring to pardon and bless, these are consequences of 
profound importance for the history of religion. It implies 
that Jesus desires to introduce men to that religion of the heart 
which we have already scen to be his own, the religion of the 
Prophets and of the anavim, a religion to which his personal 
experience may have added a di ive clement which cludes 
our search but which may perhaps be found in his emphasis 
on the mercy of God. Such a characteristic is only to be 
expected in the teaching of a prophet who came to urge men 
to repent and be saved. 












Iv 
Tur Activity or Gop 


All the evidence suggests that Jesus thought of the abode 
of God in the same way as his contemporaries. He speaks of 
heaven, angels, Gechenna, demons, with an entire absence of 
definition or description, as if these current conceptions were 
self-cvident.4_ Heaven is above, hell is below. Even today, 
for simple folk, their locality remains unchanged, and there 
was no reason why Jesus should attempt to alter these ancient 
conceptions, which, no doubt, remained vague in his mind as 
in the minds of his contemporaries. 

4 Matt. vi. 11 (the Lord’s Prayer); Matt. vi. 26; Luke xii. 26 ff; 
Matt. x. 20; Luke xii. 67. 

* LXVIL, 185. * COXEXY, 127. 
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It does not appear that he regarded the relation between 
man and the heavenly Father as needing any kind of inter- 
mediary agency, cither personal, through one of the heavenly 
hierarchy, for instance, or ritual, as by means of what we should 
call a sacrament.!. He was awarc, of course, that God was. 
surrounded by angels, whom he used te communicate his will 
to men, or as instruments of his activities on carth. If he 
had not shared in this belief he would not have belonged to 
his people or his gencration. Nevertheless, he alse believed 
that there was a direct and personal relation between the human 
soul and God. While there is no doubt that he was actually 
baptized in the Jordan, there is nothing to suggest that he 
regardcd his baptism as a sacrament, that is, a ritual act capable 
of imparting some supernatural gift. He certainly did not 
enjuin the rite upon his disciples, for there is ne evidence to 
this effect in the Synoptists. Moreover, the Eucharist as a 
sacrament of communion with the Lord is wholly furcign to 
his thought. The passages which record his institution of the 
Eucharist (Mark xiv. 22 ff.; Matt. xxvi. 26ff.; Luke xxii. 
19 ff.), to which we shall refer again, dv not go so far as to 
attribute to him the institution of the Pauline Eucharist, and 
even what they do relate is far removed from historical reulity. 
Jesus may be said to have held that man possesses an inward 
sense of God, and that this consciousness naturally expresses 
itself in love, the Jove of man to God, and of God for man. 
Hence he felt no need for rites through which grace might be 
conferred or communion secured. Jt may be observed in pass- 
ing that such a conception could only arise in the mind of one 
whose practical picty knew no liturgical rites, but was confined 
to the simple synagogue and family worship. Such a type of 
piety was a natural growth in the mind of a prophet reared 
among simple and godly folk, and who was ever conscious of 
the indwelling presence of God. 

With regard to God’s activity in Nature, it has ulrcady 
been shown that God’s contact with Nature is as direct as his 
relations with man, While man has immediate conscivusness 
of the will of God, and the prime law of his being is to live in 
accordance with it (Matt. vii. 21), even as Jesus himself does 
(Mark. iii. 85), the obedience of Nature is blind and passive. 
It is in this respect that the relation between Nature and God 
differs from that between God and man, whose unregencrate 
impulses, self-will and hardness of heart are often in conflict 
with the divine order of 

From this absolute and aeeet rule of God over the world 

1 OLX, 125. * OXC, 100. 
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it follows logically that God is the responsible source of every- 
thing, including evil and suffering. Jesus docs not seem to have 
been troubled by this formidable problem which has so sorely 
distressed the minds of many Christians. Neither does he seem 
to have been greatly influenced by the belief, current in his 
time, that bodily suffering was always a punishment. In a 
passage which there is good ground for regarding as authentic, 
although it only occurs in Luke (xiii. 1 ff.), he mentions the 
miserable fate of the Galileans, whose blood Pilate had mingled 
with their sacrifices, and refers to the fall of the Tower of Siloam, 
which slew eighteen persons. He does not assume that the 
victims in cach case had received the due reward of their sins, 
he merely asserts that they were no worse than others, and 
regards their wretched fate as a warning to hearers and an 
incentive to repentance in order to escape eternal death. The 
problem of evil in relation to the mora] government of God 
never really engages his attention." 

The same may be said about what we may call the demon- 
ology of Jesus. For him Satan is the enemy of God, hostile 
to his activities and his creatures. The man of God is every- 
where confronted by the Evil One or his emissaries, and one 
of his appointed tasks is to repel them and to drive them out 
of the bodies of the unfortunate individuals who are possessed 
bythem. Although Satan reigns over the present age and is the 
cause of the vietory of sin, he cannot be compared with Ahri- 
man, the evil deity of the Mazdeans, co-equal in power with 
Ormuzdl, the good God; since the power of Satan bears no 
comparison with that of God, nor even with that of the servant 
of God. Hence it is not right to regard him as the sole author 
of evil, since ev in the last resort, always remains subject 
to the will ef God. But the difficult problem raised by these 
two aspects of evil never presented itself to the mind of Jesus. 
His concern was with moral evil, sin; as for physical evil, he 
always endeavoured to cure it, without, as far as we know, 
speculating on its nature and origin. Thus he held to the 
absolute sovereignty of God without troubling about the serious 
difficultics which it involves. 

The question arises whether the absolutencss of this sover- 
eignty is such as to involve man in utter determinism, to leave 
him bound hand and foot by predestination. There are certain 
passages which seem, at first, to answer the question in the 
affirmative.* For instance, when the sons of Zebedee demand 
from Jesus the best places in the Kingdom (Matt. xx. 28 ff.), 
he justifies his refusal by saying that they belong to those for 

* CHL, ii, 115; CXC, 100. ‘XLV, 34. 
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whom they have been prepared by God. In Matthew xxv. 
82 ff. a description of the separation of the elect from the 
reprobate, the sheep from the goats, in the Great Day, we are 
told that the blessed of the Father shall inherit the kingdom 
prepared for them from the foundation of the world (dx 
xatafodic xdopov), while the cursed (xatyeapévor) go away 
into eternal fire prepared (for them) by the devil and his angels. 
Unfortunately this sccond passage, which is only found in 
Matthew and belongs to an apocalyptic discourse, may indeed 
represent significant beliefs of the apostolic generation, but 
cannot possibly reflect the mind of Jesus.! . The genuineness 
of the first passage (with the exception of the words “ of my 
Father "—roé azutgd: yor) is better attested, but it would be 
rash to build too much on so frail a foundation. ‘The essential 
point is that determinism seem: foreign to the main trend 
of the preaching of Jesus, which becomes unintelligible and 
actually superfluous if it rests on a belief in predestination, 
that we must beware of stressing Mark x. 35 f. sv far as toextract 
a Pauline tenet from it, for, if it docs contain such a belief, it 
cannot have been uttered by the Nazarene. It is best to con 
clude that if Jesus really uttered the saying attributed to him 
by Mark, he can only have intended to say that God, upon 
whose absolute sovereignty the dispusal of places: in the King: 
dom depended, knew beforehand to whom they would be 
assigned. When he says elsewhere that the tree is known by 
its fruit (Matt. vii. 16-20; Luke vi. 43 ff.), he did not imply 
that God who ercated the tree had determined beforehand the 
quality of its fruit. If the nature of the human trees was un- 
changeable, there could be no object in exhorting them to 
change it. Nor, to change the metaphor, would the prophet 
have said that he came for the sick and not for those that were 
whole (Mark ii. 17 and Synopsis). Metaphors arc not principles, 
and we should not lay stress uy contradictions whieh only 
arise from the refinements of logic, which Jesus and his circle 
were not in the habit of using. 

To sum up: if Jesus was acquainted with the conception 
of a remote and unapprouchable God, he made no use of it; 
it is absolutely out of harmony with the nature of his religious 
experience and of his mission. Direct contact with God is of 
the essence of the prophetic vocation. But the other two con- 
ceptions, that of King and Judge, and that of Father, did form 
part of his experience. Like many & godly Jew before him, 
he was able to combine them harmonivusly, without subordin- 
ating the one to the uthcr. The former belonged, so to speak, 

‘CII, 482. 
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to the realm of theory, the latter to that of practical piety ; 
the former relates to the description of God, the latter to the 
mamier of approaching him. If he did prefer the idea of 
Father, the carlicst tradition is not aware of it, and it is to be 
fenred that the influence of the Matthean redactor, to say 
nothing of the Johannine, is responsible for a scrious error in 
perspective on this point. It is probable that Jesus in his 
practice of prayer emphasized this aspect of Jahweh, but we 
must hesitate before asserting that through reflection upon this 
conception and its implications he brought about an advance 
in its signiticance beyond that which it held for the Jews of 
his time, As a matter of fact, we know nothing about the 
question at. all. 

Undoubtedly, his emphasis on the need of loving and trust- 
ing in God tended to direct religious experience towards faith 
in the fatherly Jovingkindness of God rather than to fear of 
his judgment: but we must not confuse apostolic or sub- 
apostolic implications with the actual mind of Jesus, Being 
himself the Son, it was natural that they should ascribe to him 
a preference for the term Father. The God of the Nazarene 
must haye been remarkably like the object of the worship and 
devotion of every godly soul among the poor in Israel. 





CHAPTER IX 
THE ETHICS OF JESUS 
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Tuy. STaRTING-PoIntT: METANOIA 





have seen that a change of heart, metanota, is the 
sential condition of entrance inte the Kingdom, 
Jesus spent his life in the attempt to convince the Jews of this 
necessity. His sule purpose in displaying throughout the cities 
of Isracl the miraculous powers (durdgris) whieh he possessed 
was tu induce them to repent (Matt, xi. 20; Luke x. 19), and 
he upbraids them for their lack of understanding. Similarly, 
when he is supposed to have sent out the disciples on their 
missiun in order to extend the range of his personal netivities, 
we are told in Mark vi, 12 that they preached that men should 
repent (xai eeAOdrtes exyovgay Tra petavomar). It was a 
Jewish belief that a time would come when Jahweh would make 
a new covenant with his people on the basis of a moral trans- 
formation.1 By means of this change they would he brought 
into direct personal contact wilh God, which from the religious 
point of view would result in the establishment of his reign, 
the reign of his Law. Hence the connexian bet ween the advent 
of the Messianic Kingdom and the moral renewal of the chosen 
people was no new thought te the Jews.*  Morcaver, even the 
least religious were aware that an inevitable judgment for sin 
awaited them.? Henee any announcement of the advent of 
the Kingdom was bound to be accompanied by the preaching 
of metanoia, and according to the Gospel tradition, the Buptist 
did so before the appearance of Jesus, since the advent of the 
Kingdom seems to be dependent upon individual and national 
repentance (Enoch |. 2-4). It was essential that there should 























4 Jer, xxxi.-xxxiv.; Mic. 18-20; Ina, i, 18; xxxiii. 24; xliii. 
25; xliv. 22; Zech. ii. 9; xiii. 1; Dan. ix. 24 (the well-knawn verse 
which foretells that the removal of iniquity and the cleansing of tranx- 
gression will take place after seventy weeks), 

: 43. TL, 410. 
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be repentance for the past, and the firm resolve to sin no more 
xi. 28; xii. 10-19; Sirach xxxxiv. 16), that is, the strict 
observance of the Law of Jahweh. 

The cthical teaching of Jesus starts from the principle that 
no man is free from sin, pure in the eyes of the Lord, that none 
is good save God, and hence that all are in need of metanoia.? 
It begins with a growth of conscience, a new sense of sin, 
fundamental change of view regarding religion and morals, 
which now beeaine inseparably connected. Doubtless there is 
no reason why this fundamental change should not be mai 
fested outwardly by tears and beating of the breast (Luke xv 
13), as was customary, but the essential thing was a change 
of heart, re-birth Actually the idea is only explicitly stated. 
jon quoted hy Justin Martyr (¥ Apol, Ix, 4), and which, 
not found in our Gospels, has every appearance of 
genuineness; For the Messiah has said: unless ye be born 
again, ye cannot enter into the Kingdom of Heaven”! ("Av 4} 
dvayrrryfiite).? Ut is, however, implicd in Matthew xviii, 3: 
“Verily, Isay unto you, unless ye be converted (eds yj aroagijre) * 
and become as little children, ye shall not enter into the King- 
dom of Heaven.” Henee it involves the emergence of a new 
man, ‘This ix a very different thing from merely keeping the 
Law, since it implies the recognition of an attitude of mind 
which, while in accordance with the Law, may nevertheless go 
beyond and even correct it, since it is the mind of a prophet. 
who is conscious of a di y given authority.® 

This repentance which i: in re-birth is not achieved once 
and for all, God being the only judge of its suflicieney ; * even 
the man who thinketh he stands may fall. Henee, in the 
Paternoster, the model prayer attributed to Jesus by the early 
Chureh, the merey of God is invoked : " Forgive us our tres- 
passes"? (Matt. v 3 Luke This is why the Gospels 
tell us that in addition to the first general command to repent, 
Jesus lays down a number of spevial injunctions, the conditions 
of salvation, which everyone who has believed in the Good 
News must observe until the advent of the Great Day. 

Any systematic exposition of the ethics of Jesus, in the 

+ LXVIL, 102. 

* LXVIT, 160. It is n common idea in the Oriental Mysteries. 

* Perhaps this logion is the original form from which the famous 
passage in John iii, 8-5 has arisen. 

« Mrodgw and petavodw may be regarded as practically synonymous. 

. i, LXxIx, 134. 

“Cf. in Luke xviii. 10-14, the contrast between the Pharisee who 


is sure of himself and the publican who smites upon his breast and 
prays for mercy. 








































































THE ETHICS OF JESUS 871 


form of a code of morals' whose observance is necessary for 
salvation, is bound to be artificial, not only because the docu- 
ments merely give us isolated commands (it is a matter of 
gencra] agreement that the discourses which contain them are 
purcly editorial), but because, in all probability, Jesus never 
drew up and expounded in his teaching an organized system 
of ethics? In his mind there was probably no metaphysical 
conception of good and evil, and of human nature as such, 
His attitude was wholly determined by certain fundamental 
Teligious emotions which he instinctively used as the criterion 
of human thoughts and actions. Absorbed by the thought of 
the sinners whom he saw around him, he addressed his message 
tothem, seizing every opportunity of contact with them to arouse 
in them feelings like his own towards what he regarded ns their 
sins. It has been well said * that * the Gospel is neither a manual 
of ethics nor of religion. It is a pattern, a person, it is Jesus 
of Nazareth.’ In short, the mind of Jesus is his standard of 
morality ; instinctively it seizes on individual cases of conduct, 
estimates and indicates what is neeessury for amendment. 

In the time of Strauss and Kenan it was the fashion to think 
of Jesus as a moral reformer.* It is no longer possible to hold 
such a view. Jesus no more sets out to reform morals than 
religion or ritual: for, while he clearly wages unremitting war 
against whatever he regards as spiritual detilement and deals with 
many individual eases, he never sets himself in opposition to 
the morality of the Torah, nor to its religious or ritual tendencies, 
at least where these accord with what he believes to be the 
true spirit of the Torah; in matters of detail his prescriptions 
are determined by no other general principle than the religious 
consideration, never absent from his mind, of pleasing God. 
A statement which brings us back to the conclusion already 
frequently indicated that Jesus thinks, speaks and acts as a 
Hebrew prophet. 

It may be added that a real moral reformer could not have 
avoided dealing with several important problems concerning 
which the synoptic tradition has nothing to say, such as suicide, 
abortion, marital infidelity (zewougyiu), cle. Later on 
Christian morality found reasons for condemning all these 
practices, but, obviously, it did not find them in the command- 
ments of the Lord. 






































‘La, i, 241: Gesinnungeethik, Interimethik. 
* CXLVIIL, 410. 
* W. Monod, La morale de fEvangile, ap. Moraten et retigion, 120, 


Paris, 1909. 
+ CCOXI, #99. 
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For Jesus morality does not exist, strictly speaking, apart 
from religion ; it is merely an aspect of religion, or, to put it 
in another way, it results from the contact of religion with 
daily life and human conduct. There are no earthly values 
save those which arise from religious considerations,’ religion 
is both the determining factor of the moral life and its end. 
It is a scrious falsification of the facts to spcak, as is some- 
times donc today, of the morality of Jesus 1 as a secular morality. 
For, according to the ethical teaching of Jesus the moral life is 
the life lived in aceordance with the will of Jahweh, and all 
his sayings about righteousness, kindness, mercy, or any other 
virtue, are wholly determined by his idea of God. For if we 
remember that the fundamental principle of life is metanoia, 
we shall sec that this conception is meaningless apart from its 
relation to God and his love towards men, 

Furthermore, when Jesus sets forth the will of God as the 
one supreme guiding principle of life, he has no thought of a 
new legalism. This is well, for otherwise we might find cause 
for alarm if we were bound to take certain of his precepts, of 
which we shall speak Jater, literally as the injunctions of a 
divinely revealed code of law, a code severer than any tyrant 
eould have enacted. Also we must again insist that there is 
ho question of opposition to the legalism of the Torah, or of 
condemmation of legalism as such, but only of a rejection of 
an ostentatious und complacent legalisri, a formalism: which 
both withers and yet attracts becuwnse it renders unnecessary 
the co-operation of the heart. Jesus clearly believes himself 
to be in full accord with the Torah, and any independence of 
interpretation, any departure from the point of view of the 
majority of his fellow-countrymen * on his part, are wholly 
unconscious. His origin y consists in basing his interpreta- 
tion on a certain attitude of heart which goes beyond the arid 
rules of the Book. For such an attitude no definition of sin 
is necessary ; and it is in this respect that the righteousness 
of the disciples of Jesus must surpass that of the scribes and 
Pharisves (Matt. v. 20). 
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Although, in essence, the ethies of Jesus is merely an aspect 
of religion, his thinking appears to be completely determined 
A. Bertrand, Steud de ta libre pensée, 156. 
160; XLIV, 8y. 
> Gesinnung nicht Geaetz; LEXIX, 157. 
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by the eschatological expectation of the Kingdom. The King- 
dom is to be the reign of divine perfection; “ Ye shall be 
perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect,“ is the demand of 
Matthew v. 48. Hence it is justifiable to suy that in the teach- 
ing of Jesus ethies has heeome an essential part of the King- 
dom.! 

The acceptance of this principle explains at once those 
injunctions which, at first sight, seem so inapplicable to the 
ordinary needs of human socicty as to “set human experiener 
and actuality at defiance.” * For instance, the total prohibi- 
tion of oaths, of the resort to force in resisting evil, the com- 
mand to turn the left cheek to him s the right, ta 
give one’s tunic to him who steals one's cloak, to sell all one's 
possessions, to break all tics of human affection, to replace all 
forethought by simple trust in God, and other similar injunc- 
tions. The practical ordering of a normal life is impossible on 
such lines, but, for Jesus, normal life was about to come to 
an end, and he clearly envisaged the life of the Kingdom as 
being entirely God's affair. This eschatological Interimethik 
(J, Weiss) is, as it were, an anticipation of the ethies of the 
future. The Gospels certainly contain plenty of injunctions 
perfectly in keeping with the needs of ordinary life; but, if 
we ignore the occasional platitude, they are, as a whole, com- 
prised in the Law of the Kingdom, the law of love. Henee 
the most striking and typical of these injunctions seem to bear 
the stamp of a supernatural idealism which ignores the customs 
and necessities of life, So much is this the case, that eve 
those who yield the most unqualified admiration to the et 
teaching of Jesus can only see in it a paradoxical exaggeration, 
a demand which is only capable of fulfilment in the spirit and 
not in the letter. 

The true inwardn 























of the Gospel ethies can only be under- 
stood in the light of i ential relation to the Kingdom, whose 
coming will, in essence, liguidate humanity.? 

Jesus, however, was not unmindful that during the time of 
waiting for the establishment of the Kingdom his message was 
addressed to men and that from men repentance was required. 
Hence he believed that they possessed the capacity to make 
the necessary effort. While it is certain that he had no meta- 
physical theory of human nature, he must have had seine 
conception of its general character. He evidently thought that 


1 LXEIX, 144; XLIV, 78; CCL, 153, and especially CCXXXVIN ; 
Silver, 4 History of Messianic speculation in Israel, 8, New York, 
1927. 

© CI, i, 236, * COLI, 223. 
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the value of human personality resided in the soul,) extremely 
vague as a term of reference, but standing for the immaterial 
principle of life, and a synonym for the spirit. For him the soul 
was of incalculable value, and by virtue of it man was superior 
to all other living creatures. This is why man is worth more 
than a sparrow (Matt. x. 31), or a sheep (Matt. xii. 12). It is 
the soul which possesses the power of making the necessary 
effort, an effort incumbent upon every man,? but difficult for 
the hard of heart. Jesus may have been led to think that human 
weakness was unable by itsclf to achieve salvation and needed 
divine help. Such at Ieast seems to be the force of Matthew 
xix. 25 ff., where the Nazarene replics to the question of the 
disciples “‘ Who then can be saved?” by the assertion ‘* With 
men it is impossible (aga dvfedizois), but with God (naga dé Dep) 
all things are possible.” A statement in which he is at one 
with the belief of his fellow-countrymen which considered 
metanoia, as well as forgiveness, as the gracious gift of Jahweh, 
It may not be irrclevant to point out that Jesus never attributes 
to himself an intercessory réle, the part of a mediator between 
man’s sin and God’s forgiveness. The Creator knows the 
weakness of his creatures ; he pities them and loves them ; it 
is his prerogative to grant, postpone or refuse the gift of his 
mercy. On this point the Nazarcne was in accordance with 
the teaching of the Jewish rabbis. 

Nevertheless, the view which ascribes to Jesus an essential 
pessimism with regard to human nature does not seem to be 
tenabl He sets forth the attitude of a child (Mark x. 14; 
Matt. xix. 14) as the necessary condition for that return to 
Ged involved in metanota, which is the same thing as saying 
that the man who has become stiff-necked and hardened by sin 
must regain the softness, the simplicity, the plasticity of the 
child.* Hence, for him, the reason why no man could be called 
good would be due rather to a sinful life than to a sinful nature. 
Otherwise the question would naturally arise why, if Jesus 
believed that human nature was incurably bad, he should have 

1 Mark viii, 86-75; Mutt. xvi. 262... ny yegie adros. Luke ix. 
25 only uses the word ydzy and merely éavrér, “ himself." But. 
the thought is quite clear. A #3 Matthew it is a question of the per- 
manent “p itual clement in 
nebert, Remarques sur quelques conceptions chréHennes 
nt Varigine et Ia nature de I'dme, ap. RHPR, 1029, oo. 6, 


+ UXVIL, 165; COXXXV, 106. 

« LEXIV, i, 139 f., on Jewish ideas concerning divine forgiveness. 
* The Rabbis also thought that God was with the child because the 
child i ocent ;_this is why the Shekinah can dwell in him (Yoma, 
2). Cf. LEXIV, i, ch. xv. 
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troubled to proclaim a message offering the illusion of healing. 
Far from this being the case, his every action showed that he 
regarded man as possessing power over his inner self. This 
inner man is the heart, whence, according to Mark vii. 21 and 
Matthew xv. 29, arise the most heinous sins, the most abomin- 
able defilements. For Jesus the heart is the real man.! He 
may have obtained the idea from the Psalmist where it occurs, 
(vii. 9; xxiv. 4; li. 8-12); but apparently he placed it in the 
forefront of his cthical teaching. By the testimony of his heart 
man wil! be judged ; the conclusion being, doubtless, that the 
heart was cupuble of choice between good and cvil, although 
Jesus was aware that man’s has a natural tendency to evil. 

By sin he understood disobedience to God, the transgression 
of his commandments, For him the true criterion of what was 
sin did not consist in comparing man's acts with the require- 
ments of the Decalogue or the written Law, but with what 
Jesus conceived to be the will of God and well-pleasing to him, 
It is a vaguer and more subjective, but at the same time a far 
more elastic and comprehensive critcrion of sin than the Jewish 
legalistic conception of sin as a breach of the Torah. Hence it 
is the testimony of the heart that di s the existence of sin: 
the heart, or shall we say, the conscienee, knows whether an 
action is or is not in accordance with the great law of love 
which we shall go on to define. Whenee it follows that although 
it is easy for man to sin, the slightest movement of e+ nee 
suffices to indicate the sin. Moreover, the true origin of sin 
was to be found in the errors and illusions by which the craft 
of the devil had beguiled the heart of man. This was the belief 
of the contemporaries of Jesus, and accordingly the Gospels tind 
little to say concerning the Master's views on the nature of sin. 

On the other hand, the Jews were entirely unaccustomed 
to hear a prophet call himself the friend of sinners, the companion 
of the fallen. The Pharisees, for example, were afraid of any 
activities which might compromise thcir reputation, and we 
rarely find them engaged in any soul-saving work which might 
involve suspicion or temptation. Nevertheless, this trait must 
not be exaggerated, and rabbinic literature by no means ignores 
the need of helping the sinner, in that it idealizes Aaron as the 
patron of those who labour to bring back sinners to the Torah.* 

Notwithstanding, it must not be supposed that Jesus started 
out with the preconceived purpose of fraternizing ha class 
of people who were despised in Israel; it was merely that his 
large heart went out towards those who had special need of 

CXC, lis 9. 

*LEXIV, i, 56,9.; 60f., which gives a number of examples. 
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help, and refused to be repelled by their misfortunes.' This 
was not the rabbinical point of view which aimed rather at 
preventing sin and defilement than at healing them.? In the 
thought of Jesus the world contains both good and bad, and 
upon all, impartially, God causes his sun to shine and his rain 
to fall (Matt. v. 45), as if he were indifferent to their actions, but 
judgment is none the less sure for tarrying, and men will reap 
the inevitable reward of their deeds at the Day of Judgment. 
It is clear that there are some who lend a ready ear to the sedue- 
tions of the Enemy, and who are definitely working on the 
side of evil, whether they are aware of it or not. These are the 
people whom Jesus fecis himself specially called to enlighten 
and help (Matt. ix. 12-18). It is these whom he considers best. 
worth winning, a feeling which he thinks is shared by God 
himsclf, “for there is joy in heaven over one sinner that 
repenteth, more than over nincty and nine just persons which 
need no repentance” (Luke xv.7f.). Although this care for the 
erring (dsaptad) is intelligible in a prophet sprung from the 
anavim, it is doubtful whether it was always appreciated by 
his contemporarics (Matt. ix. 10-11). But it is an original trait 
in him, even if less remarkable than has been supposed, since 
the Pharisces, too, exalted the repentant sinner above the 
perfect saint (Berak, 84, b); the rabbis welcomed the penitent 
sinner with joy, and in spite of Proverbs xxi. 27, which says 
“ the sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination,” allowed sinners 
to bring their offerings to the Temple in order to incite them to 
contrition,* 
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All that we have hitherto said, and all the evidence still to be 
drawn from the Gospels, emphasizes the obligation of love. 
For Jesus, morality and religion alike are based upon the Law 
of Love, To love God and to love one’s neighbour constitute 
the highest duty and the loftiest virtue, the spring of all other 
duties and perfections.¢ God himself sets the example of the 
observance of this law of love of which he is the source, since 
he patiently bears with evil, and endures the grossest breaches 
of that which is his due, bestowing his benefits upon the worth- 
re te upon the just, and ever ready to pardon every repentant 
soul. 

‘ OCEEXV, 112. * LEXIY, foc. cit, 
> LEXI, i, 57. Cf. alsa i, 149 7. 
+ LXXIX, 188; LXVI, 82 7.; XLIV, 95. 
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Jesus is not wont, as we know, to deal in abstract detinitions ; 
hence he provides us with no definition of love, never doubting 
that every one of his hearers knows what love is and why it is 
essential.!- But when we come to analyse the logia it is casy 
to extract examples and, as it were, grades, of what becomes 
in John the Great Commandment; purity, itself an extremely 
complex virtue,? for it is synonymous with fruth, then purity of 
motive, chastity, purity of disposition, tolerance and kindliness, 
purity in estimating and judging conduct, involving the kindred 
virtues of humility, gentleness and pity, and_lastly, simplicity 
of heart and forgiveness of wrongs. All these virtues spring 
from love, and the life which displays them is a life lived in 
accordance with the mind of God. Hence holiness and love are 
related to one another, and on the other hand, love towards 
God is inseparable from and inconceivable without fove towards 
one's neighbour. 

“ To love one’s neighbour as oneself" (Mark xii. 88) is more 
than all the Temple sacrifices. Further, this love must be 
displayed towards those who hate us and seck to injure us ; for 
what merit is there in loving those who love us (Matt. v. 44 7). 
and how can our Heavenly Father forgive us our trespa 
we do not forgive those who trespass against us (Matt. 
14-15)? 

It is hardly possible to maintain that the proclamation of 
this law of love was a complete religious inmovation in Isracl ; 
but solely by virtue of the relation established between the 
constituent precepts of this law, however universally acecpted 
they may have been,? it acquires an absolute and binding 





















) According to Abrahams, LEXIY, i, 150, the luw of brotherly love 
is a Hebrew conception, and is the glory of the Old Tests . 0 
to be found in the Pentateuch, the Prophets, and in the W 
ture, Cf. again in LXXIV, i, 18-20; Text. uf the NII Patr., 

“LXVM, 82 f., would separate it from the rest aa a complen 
love itself. 

* It must be observed that although Lev. xix. 18 certainly ays, 
“ Thou shalt love thy hbour as thyself,” the neighbour (xtnalov) 
is Isracl, the fraternity of race and religion (ddeApol, 1.€. of viol tot Ravi 
gov), Rabbinic teaching emphasizes this injunction. There in no 
explicit statement in the Torah that it is obligatory to hate one's 
enemics; but there ate many passages in the Old Testament 
express @ lively hatred towards the enemies of God who are ident 
with those of Israel (cf., for instance, Exod. xxxiv. 12; Deut. vii. 2; 
CTI, 115). It is possible, moreover, that the obligation to hate such 
enemies was introduced into the sacred text a6 a glona (ser discussion 
in CVM, ii, 78 f.). In any case, the reputation of the Jews in this respect, 
was well known. Tacitus tells us that, while extremely tolerant towards 
one another, they practised advereus omnes alios hostile odium (Hfist., 5,5). 
In the Gospels it is not a question of the enemies of Israel, the enemies 
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importance whose paradoxical character must have surprised 
the Jews themselves. In order to understand its effect upon 
them we must imagine an insignificant group of puritans, of 
recluses withdrawn from the world, for this is how the Jews 
in general regarded them, claiming to impose upon us their 
impossible dream as the fundamental law of life. 

While it is a question of practical life, it is not a life lived 
in an earthly City that is at issue, but the eternal life of the 
City of God, Nevertheless, the Gospels do not give us an impres- 
sion of complete detachment from the world and its affairs. 
Matthew v. $5 speaks of sunshine and rain as desirable things, 
and Matthew vi. 28 expresses the thoughts of one who delighted 
in beholding the lilies of the ficld. It is no doubt somewhat 
of an exaggeration to find in this passage and in the metaphors 
of the parables the art of the poct,! but it cannot be denied that 
the Nazarene prophet displays a marked feeling for the realities 
of nature which surround him. Morcover, several passages 
show that Jesus knows the meaning of hunger and is aware 
that it must be taken into consideration. For example, Mark 
ii. 25 ff, where he places the need of food above the law of the 
Sabbath. Elsewhere (Mark vii. 9 ff.), he maintains the right 
of parents to be supported by their children by condemning the 
Pharisaic abuse of Corban.? He protects the rights of the wife 
against arbitrary diveree (Mark x. 5 ff.). While such points 
must not be overstressed, they suflice to prove that though he 
might have done, Jesus felt uo hostility towards the expression 
of earthly needs. 

We have already secu that he had no special leaning towards 
asceticism. If St. Paul is to be believed (1 Cor. vii. 10-11, 25-6), 
he had ‘n commandment concerning the sanctity of marriage, 
but had not enjoined virginity or abstinence from sexual inter- 
course, injunct which would certainly have been difficult 
to impose upon his fellow-countrymen, _ It is no less noteworthy 
that the Synoptics contain no injunction conecrning ceremonial 
fasting and abstinence from food, and Matthew xv. 11 expressly 
1, but of one's perional enemies, those who entertain private 
against us. No Rabbinic passage can be cited which enjoi 
love towards such; but there are passages which advise abstaining 
from rejoicing over their disusters, lest the auger of God should turn 
away ftom them, and there are many injunctions to forgive them. 
Evidence can_be found in LXXTV, 150 ff. Cf. CVI, 71; CH, 127; 
XOIK, 50; LEXX, 59-104. 

‘LIV, 8t. 

* Corban = dapor ead (Jox,, C. Apion. i, Anything consecrated 
to God may not be used for secular purposes. Hence, if the undutiful 
von says that he has consecrated to God that which might support his 
parents, they have no claim on him. 
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states, “‘ Not that which entereth into the mouth defiles the 
man.” While this may be the statement of a Hellenized 
Christian, and as a denial of the Torah would be inconccivable 
in the mouth of a Jew, it may not be rash to infer from it that 
the Master had not stressed asceticism with regard to food. 
Moreover, he is represented as occasionally seated at a rich 
man’s table. While he lives austercly and displays indifference 
as to the pleasures of cating, he sets no example of asecticism,? 
Further, the glimpses which we have of the life of the disciples, 
who knew him intimately, and who do not scew to have departed 
from his principles, would not suggest that they were ascetics, 
and we learn from Paul (1 Cor. ix. 5) that Peter, the other 
Apostles, and the brethren of the Lord, had not separated from 
their wives. 

Hence Jesus had not made individual salvation depend upon 
separation from the world and daily life ; his vision was rather 
of salvation through overcoming the world. Neverthel it 
must be repeated, there are a certain number of assertions, even 
injunctions, attributed to him by the Evange and which 
they would have no reason for inventing, which savour of 
paration from the world.?— For example, the 
asecti¢ antithesis seems to be implied in the command not. to 
fay up treasure on earth but in heaven (Matt. vi. 19 ff.). This 
impression is strengthened by the assertion that no man can 
serve two masters, God and Mammon, the latter representing 
the God of worldly possessions (Matt. vi. 24).2 The pursuit. of 
gain and the various forms of property should be the objects 
of man’s desire, and a wise regard for his welfare will lead hi 
to renounce them utterly (Mark x. 17-27). However, a well- 
known incident, told in Matthew xix. 16, affords an intere: sting 
modification of this impression, A well-meaning young man 
came to Jesus and asked him what he must do to obtain eternal 
life (tiv Cay aidror) and the prophet answers by reminding 
him of the chief commandments of the Decalogue. When the 
young man says that he has kept them all, the Master adds : 
“If thou wilt be perfect (ef Oédets rédewos elvat) sell all that thou 
hast and give to the 7, and thou shalt have treasure in 
heaven; and come, follow me.” By this he implics that per- 
fection can only be achieved by entire surrender to the spiritual 

“XLIV, 51; CCXEKV, 123; CXC, 1347. 

* At first sight they have cinen entachieden, asketischen, welifeind- 
lichen Charakter (ZLIV, 78). 

* Mammon is an Aramaic word meaning wealth. Later on, but not 
before the Middle Ages, Mammon became a heathen god of wealth. 
o. MOVE 86 he is already conceived of as 8 person, at least metaphorically, 
Cf. 5 
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life, complete freedom from earthly cares, and deliverance from 
all desire for wealth. Nevertheless, perfection is not essential 
for salvation. In the form in which it has come down to us the 
passage has certainly been edited: it displays a designed 
antithesis between the vision of Christian perfection based on 
love and complete separation from the world, and the Jewish 
idcal of perfection according to the Law ; but it is possible that 
if Jesus had intended to exclude from the Kingdom all those 
who had worldly possessions, the incident would have been 
otherwise presented. On the other hand, the harshly para- 
doxical saying that it is harder for a rich man to enter the 
Kingdom of heaven than for a camel to go through the eye of a 
needle (Matt. xix. 23-4), seems, at first sight, to be incapable of 
mitigation, and leaves the rich man with his riches in a hopeless 
position. Various attempts have been made to soften the 
paradox, such as the substitution of xdyidos, a rope, for xpos, 
a camel, or the suggestion that the Needle’s Eye was the name 
of a low gate in Jerusalem. Such attempts are futile, since it 
was the object of the Gospel writer to suggest an insurmountable 
obstacle ; he was net concerned to seem coherent and logical. 

Similarly, it is a waste of time to attempt to attenuate the 
meaning of those fogia which emphasize the need of taking no 
thought for clothing or for the morrow's food (Matt. vi. ff.). 
Nor coukl these who laid store by family ties have weleomed 
such sayings as that contained in Matthew viii, 21 ff. : “* And 
avother of his disciples said te him: Lord, suffer me first to go 
and bury my father. But Jesus answered him: Let the dead 
bury their dead, and follow thou me.” 

Now we know that for a pious Jew the duty of burying his 
father was a paramount obligation? Of a similar tenor is the 
well-known passage in Matthew x. 37, and especially its more 
elaborate form in Luke xiv. 26, which makes true discipleship 
depend upon complete severance of all family ties? There is a 
distinctly disturbing clement in the conception of a fundamental 
antagonism between those carly relations which are essential 
to human life and the attainment of the other life, the life 
according to God.4 

> XOVINE, 117. 

'XCIX, 77. The attempt has been to soften the repellent severity 
of this logfon by the claim that the Greek text is contradictory, and 
that the Aramaic means: Leave the dead to the sextons. It is an 
unwarrantable hypothesis. Cf. CVI, i, 134 

“Cf. CCL, 154, for a similar piece of advice given by Philo to a 
proselyte who was beset by the requirements of idolatry in his family. 

‘It must not be forgotten that Rabbinic literature is irreproachable 
in ecspect of the honour duc to parents, CY. LEXX, 2407. 
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It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that, when Jesus, in 
order to explain to his disciples how their relations with one 
another should be regulated, contrasts his injunction with 
the organization of the State (Matt. xx. 25 ff.: “ Ye know that 
the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great ones 
exercise authority over them... ."), he implies that this 
organization which he did not think fit to challenge directly 
was, in his estimation, opposed to the mind of God. 

Finally, what practical value can be attached, for those who 
must live in human socicty, to such precepts as those in Matthew 
v. 89 ff., where evil is not to be resisted by foree, where violent 
assault and robbery are to be endured 2? Or those in Mark ix. 
48: pluck out the eye, cut off the hand which may be the 
occasion of stumbling; better to enter into the Kingdom 
maimed than to be cast unmutilated into Gchenna ? 

While an examination of each passage may not vindicate its 
genuineness in every case, it is difficult to sce why tradition 
should have invented them all, since they can never have been 
regarded as practical directions for conduct, save by a few 
cloistered fanatics, an exception proving the rule. The question 
of genuineness arises rather in connexion with those sayings 
which contradict or correct those which we have just quoted, 
as though attempting to evade their unpalatable severity. 

The true state of the case is that from the point of Jesus his 
utterances involved no paradox. For him there was no question 
of a petty insignificant movement, painfully and gradually 
striving towards perfection, but of the measures necessary to 
prepare for the setting up of the divine community of the 
Kingdom, What was required of man was that he should 
co-operate to this end by practising the two comprehensive and 
essential virtues of love and abnegation of those worldly posses- 
sions whose claims hindered him from the attainment of 
metanoia. While it may be admitted that the plucking out of 
the cye or the cutting off of the hand are metaphors, the rest 
of the sayings must be taken literally. 

For it is clear that they constitute the pattern of a life whose 
perfection must be estimated in the light of the imminence of 
the Kingdom, the pattern of a life which is purcly transitory. 
It must not be forgotten that the demands embodied in these 
sayings constitute the essential condition of such a life. Un- 
doubtedly they have a harsh appearance, but the attempt to 
soften them, to round off their sharp corncrs at any cost can 
only yield unsound and unsatisfactory results. Nothing can 
obliterate the fact that they embody the ethics of an eschatulo- 
gical movement, the practical morality of salvation. Jesus docs 
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not Jay it down, at least according to the Gospels as we have 
them, as a standard to be rigorously and universally imposed, 
but as the only really certain means of attaining the goal, the 
means which must be employed by anyone who is afraid of 
missing it. These paradoxical utterances have been discussed 
cither as the expression of “an ideal whose realization would 
constitute a separate society,” ! or as setting forth the monastic 
ideal (Renan). This is not the point. The agelong effort to 
represent the cthics of Jesus ax the adequate expression of an 
absolute cthie does not harmonize with the freedom of mind, 
usually preserved in dealing with the Baptist, necessary to 
understand that the Nazarene could and did preach ideals of 
conduct for a specific movement,? ideals which, in general, took 
no account of possibilitics arising out of situations which it was 
the very object of the movement to despise or destroy. But if 
that is so it would seem surprising that Jesus should contradict 
himself, that he should appear, in some passages, to admit the 
possession of wealth and of those family tics which, elsewhere, 
he had so light-heartedly swept away. In some cases the 
problem may be solved by calling such passages secondary 
modifications, but not in every case. When such inconsistencies 
embarrass us, We must remember that Jesus was not governed 
by our logic, and that many of the logia have come down to us 
detached from the setting which would have made them perfectly 
intelligible to us. Above all it must be observed that in his 
mind, and in the law of love which determined the form of his 
thinking, there was inherent a kind of principle of contradiction, 
by which, all unconsciously, he appears to confirm in detail 
what he rej in its totality. He may have been induced, in 
particular cases which appealed to his emotions, to take into 
account the difliculties which his principles would ignore. He 
may have accepted individual compromises and approximations 
in the ascent towards that divine perfection which is the raison 
d’étre and the goal of metancia. 

On the other hand, it is necessary to avoid introducing the 
ideas of our own time into the words which Jesus may have 
used. For instance, by ‘‘ poor’’ he may not necessarily have 
meant the destitute: he might equally have been referring to 
the anavim. When we find in Matthew v. 8: “ Blessed are the 
poor in spirit ” (zaxdgioi of xrmzoi t@ zvéupari), where Luke vi. 20 











» De Faye, Etude sur les origines des Eglises de Ddge apostotigue, 113, 
Paris, 1909. 

‘It is not maintained that Jesus belonged to a sect, a matter of 
which we know nothing, but only that the spirit of his cthical teaching 
has a gectarian character. 
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only reads ‘* Blessed are ye poor,’ the words “ in spirit " (1 
mvéypat:), although a gloss, are a truer rendering of the meaning 
of the logion than Luke's morc literal translation. The poor 
in question are those who possess the real spirit of poverty and 
who, unperturbed by material cares, place their whole trust in 
God.! They are probably not rich, but belong, as a rule, to the 
am-haares,* but their poverty docs not constitute their title to 
the Kingdom. There is nothing to prove that Jesus was 
specially interested in poverty, any more than in wealth. It is 
an extremely simple-minded point of view which would regard 
Jesus as a precursor of Soc who came to preach the Gospel 
of the poor, on the basis of the saying attributed to hin in 
Matthew xi. 5: “the poor have the Gospel? preached to them "'; 
for, apart from the fact that the iden is found in Isaiah Ixi. 1, 
it is always to the anavim that such passages refer, He may 
have felt a natural sympathy for the lowly, while recognizing 
the extent of their spiritual need, but it does not appear that 
he regarded poverty as in any way constituting a title to the 
Kingdom. It is a proof of the fundamental sanity of Jesus, 
since, by itself, poverty is not: more efficacious than wealth in 
liberating the mind from terrestrial cares.¢ In truth, Jesus 
was only interested with the spiritually poor, he who lives as 
though he had nothing and desired nothing. 

Conversely, it is only the rich in the bad sense who is the 
object of Jesus’ reprobation, he who is the slave of his posses- 
sions ; nor had he, as far as we know, any objection in principle 
to the right to possess property and to enjoy it. He never 
says that the esscntial condition of salvation lies in the surrender 
of possessions. On the contrary, he is aware that riches render 
possible many forms of good deeds which can be most profitable 
tothe doer. Nothing could be further removed from Socialism. 
What concerns him is the spirit in which poverty or riches 
are accepted, and not the mere fact of being either rich or 
poor. 

1 OXY, 18. * CVE, ii, 33. * XLIV, 00. 

‘The Rabbis found great cause for anxiety in the moral dangers 
arising from poverty (ef. LEXX, 274 J.); but they did not think that 
it was an evi itself, any more than riches were a good. A wan 
must rise above both. ‘This was also the thought of Jesus. Cf. 
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Bie 
Tue Practica Lire? 


Similarly, with regard to work, the main problem does not 
consist in finding out whether it is possible to live without 
taking thought for the future, since it has been and continues 
to be solved in the Kast to the satisfaction of those who have 
tried it. It is to discover whether Jesus, inclined in the true 
prophetic manner to carry trust in God to its limits, discour- 
aged work. As a matter of fact, he never speaks about it. Nor 
was it necessary, since work is the basis of the security and 
organization of thet human life whose approaching end he was 
announcing. He lived in the midst of working-men, and though 
he may have drawn some of them from their occupations to 
follow him, there is no evidence that he recommended to them 
the life of contemplation while they waited for the Great Day. 
His standpoint never altered: what mattered to him was that 
work should not absorb the whole of the religious man’s atten- 
tion, and if he could free himself entirely from it, so much the 
better. It necd hardly be added that there is no question of 
regarding work as a social duty, nor is it relevant to inquire 
what would be the effect of applying in a universal sense to a 
stable society the injunction to take no thought for the morrow. 

We are led to a similar conclusion when we consider the case 
of the family, There is nothing surprising in the fact that the 
prophet laid no great store by family tics in the light of his 
expectation of the Kingdom.? But when the Christian family 
eame into being, believers were bound to maintain, as they do 
still, that Jesus both foresaw it and founded it. If that were 
so, the Gospel tradition would involve us in an insoluble contra- 
diclio But it is not so. One passage, and one only (Mark x. 
8 ff.), is cited us giving guidance concerning divorce. It seems 
probable that ancient tradition absolutely prohibited divorce 
(of. Luke xvi. 18), and that it is the Matthean redactor who 
has softened the prohibition by adding “‘ except for adultery "’ 
(Matt, v.32; xix. 9). It has been inferred from this passage that 
“ Qur Lord recognized the institution of the family as sacred 
and divine,” * that he “ preserves and purifies it by establishing 
it as a union which cannot legitimately be broken.”"* Such an 
inference does vivlence to the text, and confuses, in the mind 


1 Shailer Matthews, Jesus on Social Institutions, London, 1928. 

1 LEXIX, 142; CLXD, 421. * CCXXXY, 121. 

“CXC, 132. Cf. XLIV, 96, who finds in Jesus cine hohe sittliche 
Wertung der Ehe und Familie. 
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of Jesus, an expression of love with a la:e, and the suggestion of 
a highly laudable state of mind with a social obligation. In 
the view of Jesus, to put away one’s wife for any cause whatever 
was an evil deed, opposed to the law of love, and on this point 
the Pharisees were agreed with him.' He will not tolerate in 
those who desire to attain the Kingdom any tendency to profit 
by the leniency of the Torah in the matter of divorce. It is a 
practical direction with which we may compare the parallel case 
of illegal tolerance displayed by Jesus towards the adulterous 
woman (John viii. 3 ff.). None the less all the evidence goes 
to show that the ideal of Jesus was the renuneiation of sexual 
relations, which, moreover, would find no place in the Kingdom 
(Mark 25 and Synopsis). 

‘This can hardly be called founding the family. The attempt 
has also been made,? on the basis of Matthew xix. 5: He made 
them male and female,” to prove that Jesus affirmed the equality 
of the sexes. ‘The interpretation goes far beyond the text ; but 
even if it could be taken as probable, there could be ne question 
here of feminism. The kind of equality contemplated by Jesus 
could only have been religious, a very different matter, Even 
that implied some advance, since the religion of Juahwch was a 
religion for men? Finally, it would be rash to claim that Jesus 
was interested in social ceonomics beeuuse he considered it 
disgraceful that a son should not support an indigent father 
(Matt. xv. 5 ff.). He could only have been concerned with the 
problem if he had believed that there was a future for humanity, 
but this was not his belie 

It seerns waste of time to demonstrate at length that. Jesus 
was not interested in what we call political morality, His 
preaching had no relation to the normal conditions of a State 
and took no account of them. It has been said ¢ that this 
was because the Jews had so long been governed by foreigners ; 
the true reason was because the State was an organization 
belonging to the temporal order of this age, with which Jesus 
had no concern. The well-known passage in Mark xii, 17; 
“ Render to Cesar the things which are Crsur's,”” namely, the 


ix, 679. They often quoted 3 ii, 16: * Kor f 
hike Lord.” ‘The Mabbix believed in the divine 
origin of inarringe, created by God in heaven. Shammuai limited the 
right of divorce to the case of adultery, ay in Matt. v.82. But in 
practice these excellent principles were rendered nugutory, und even 
Hillel allowed a inan to divorce his wife for any cause. 


‘XLIV, 96. 

. 487, even sees in the establishment of this religious 
equality one of the great original elements in the teaching uf Jesus. 

“CCL, 152 
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coin which bore his image and was used to pay taxes '—“‘ and 
to God the things which are God’s,” has been mishandled to the 
point of contradiction in the attempt to prove that the prophet 
acknowledged the rights of the State side by side with those of 
God. Whercas, what he really did was to subordinate the 
demands of an earthly lord to the rights of God, while eluding 
the trap set for him by his enemies. They asked him whether 
it was right to pay tribute to Rome: if he said, No, he was at 
once in danger ; if he said, Yes, he would be condemned in the 
estimation of pious Jews. Hence he did not say; Do not pay, 
disclaim all service to the State. He did not raise the question 
since it did not interest him to bring about a revolution in a 
dying world. His attitude was that of a prophet who is not 
concerned with the contingent. The Roman tribute can be 
endured like hunger and thirst, as being an external necessity 
which has no bearing on the true life.* 

It has been said * that “ Civil or public law constitute a 
domain in which the first Christian gencration could take its 
place without revolution, with the ultimate end in view of 
permeating them with its own spirit." The truth of the matter 
is that Jesus took no account of either civil or public law, which 
was a fortunate thing for the future of the Christian life; for 
if he had attempted to apply his principles to them systematic- 
ally in even the smallest degree, he would have become a kind 
of Doukhobor. Granted the continuance of the present age, 
his type of mind tended to a Tolstoyan solution of the problem 
thus presented. Christians such as Tertullian had in mind 
when he wrote the De corona militis would have understood him 
perfeetly.  H, on the other hand, throughout the course of the 
Christian cra, Christianity has manifested itself as the mainstay 
af civil and public law, it is because the law adapted the Gospel 
to its own requirements at the cost, not only of the letter of its 
most vital injunctions, but of its very spirit. Nothing else was 
possible when life itself was at stake; but Jesus was not 
concerned with continuance of this life. 

His attitude was the same with regard to what we call 
culture. For him there was no question of science and its claims 
or of civilization and its amenities. No doubt, as far as he knew 
them, and his knowledge was negligible, he was not friendly 








1 CY. Matt. xxii, 15 9.; Luke xx. 209. 

* It will be obvious that the above argument rests upon the assump- 
tion of the authenticity of the dogion, and that it has no other ground. 
Cf. CLEML, 482; LXXIV, 62 ff., concerning the similar idea developed 
in Rabbinic teaching. 

* OKC, 131. 
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to them, and if he had been called upon to express an opinion 
about them, he would certainly have condemned them, as 
Tepresenting, so to speak, the order of this age, the age whose 
disappearance he proclaimed and expected. It is the height 
of absurdity to use the teaching of Jesus to vindicate modern 
civilization. 

Hence there does not seem to be any contradiction in the 
teaching of the Nazarene, but, on the contrary, an extraordinary 
consistency and coherence in his basic ideas. We create our 
own difficulties by failing to read the documents in their his- 
torical perspective. The coming Kingdom stands opposed to 
the present Age; Jesus lungs for the former, he is completely 
indifferent to the latter; but the law of love, his controlling 
and inspiring motive, leads him to a spontancous and illogical 
relaxation in individual cases of the severity which the logical 
application of his principles would demand. 

Let us now attempt a general surmming-up of the ethical 
teaching of Jesus. 

Strictly speaking Jesus has no eth if we are to understand 
by the term a reasoned, systematic code of morals, drawn up 
with a definite view to its application to the needs of daily life. 
The teaching of Jesus had no temporary or specific orientation 
to the present world order.t_ On the contrary, its fundamer nital 
purpose is to produce in man, one might almost say, @ priuri, a 
state of mind, a deep-seated and, so to speak, an 
tendency towards detachment from this life, a point of view 
directed wholly towards the realization of a life absolved from 
the claims and conditions of this present life. 

The specific injunctions wh the teaching of Jesus offers 
to meet the need of particular occasions display no originulity 
whatever. They show affinities with biblical and rabbinical 
Wisdom-literaturc, and even with the universal fund of practical 
wisdom. It is a waste of time to attempt to disprove this state- 
ment." From this point of view the marvellous. i 
Christian ethics is only a theological illusion.* 
say that, in the course of time and under the pressure of the 
needs of a tife which showed no signs of coming tu an end, 
Christianity did not ultimately build up a lofty and practical 
morality, nor that the teaching of Jesus, at least his law of 
love, did not constitute a very important ferment in this 
process ; what we maintain is that the thought of Jesus is not, 
in this respect, any more than in others, to be confused with 

‘ CELVHL, 440. 

Ph ae XIV, 78; XXXII, 197. Cf. LEXXIX, 136; CLI, 199. 
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the thinking of the Fathers. The real originality of Jesus 
consists (1) in his view of human life, with its contingencies and 
its claims, in the light of the coming Day, which for him was 
shout to dawn; (2) in his entire obsession with the Kingdom ; 
(8) in the supremacy of this law of love resulting from his 
eschatological preoccupation, or, at least, which can only be 
explained by it. 

Theologians, compelled to admit that the nucleus of the 
teaching of Jesus preserved in Christian cthics are not peculiar 
to him, are willing to acknowledge that his is the originality of 
having brought them together and set them forth as the pattern 
of the life which must be lived by areal man. Perhaps jt would 
be truer to say, the life of aman who surrenders Jife by subordi- 
nating it to that coming transformation of the world in which it 
will be absorbed in God. In addition, it should be said that the 
alleged collection of the ethical precepts of Jesus does not 
present the appearance of anything more than an undesigned 
collection. 

Taken by itself, this supposedly perfect cthics is strange and 
disturbing to us.2_ What we call Christian ethics, the system 
based on the sporadic and empirical moral teaching of the 
Nazarene, is the result of the failure of the vision of Jesus, 
This vision is meaningless save in relation to what he believed 
to be the ultimate goal of man and of the world. 

' OLXXX, 519. 

*CLXXVI, 817 (acvording to von Harlmann); Seine ethik ist uns 
Sremd und ausatoxsiy . . . 


CHAPTER X 
THE ESCHATOLOGY OF JESUS 
I 


Jesus’ Conception oF THE Last Turxes 


T first sight the Synoptists appear to suggest that Jesus, 

in spite of his entire preoc tien with the final destiny 

of man, had formulated no system of eschatology, any more 

than he possessed a system of ct) The one fixed object of 

his interest was the life which led to the Kingdom, and upon 
this he concentrated the attention of his disciples. 

In the circle in which he moved, men's minds were occupied 
with lurid and fantastic descriptions of the events which would 
occur when the present age gave place to that which was to 
come, It was commonly believed that some or all of the 
unnumbered dead, cach clothed with a bodily form whieh 
would preserve the individuality of its possessor, would rise 
from their graves. Standing before the Judge of all, cach 
would receive the due record of his earthly life. The righteous 
would enter into a blessed life in the Kingdom of God, while 
the wicked—-on the supposition that they came out of Sheol -- 
would be banished into the abyss of darkness and misery to 
share the company of the De The attitude esus Lowards 
these fantastic pictures, which were probably never received 
as an essential part of the faith of Isracl, is hard to determine, 
The main difficulty lies in the fact that the hope which was the 
motive and support of the mission of the Nazarenc, namely, the 
immediate advent of the Kingdom, was never realized. It is 
clear that the disciples were brought by the force of cireum- 
stances to modify in some degree the point of view of their 
Master, and it is to be feared that our Gospels, without informing 
us of the fact, give us the point of view of the redactors rather 
than that of Jesus 

We find the clearest proof of this in the redactional differences 
which can easily be discerned in the parallel passages. It is 
equally clear that passages of the Old Testament have been 
used to supplement and fill out the details of the tradition, 
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without the slightest probability that they were used by Jesus 
himself for this purpose. Be that as it may, it is obvious that 
Jesus’ picture of the last things, in so far as the cursory indica- 
tions of the Gospels enable us to reconstruct it, was neither 
clear, coherent, nor complete. 

It is certainly improbable that he entirely discarded the 
popular apocalyptic. Indced, it is to be noted ! that in the 
passages in which he is recorded as describing the Last Day, he 
not only adopts the language of apocalyptic, but follows the 

eral plan of the apocalyptic drama. There may have been 
later glosses or additions intended to supplement his silence 
concerning certain points, but it is hard to explain his silence 
save by the hypothesis that he accepted the views current in 
his time.* Hence the views which the Gospel writers attribute 
to him would probably show no great divergence from those 
which he would himsclf have expressed. 

Mark xiii contains an account of the great final crisis (prob- 
ably derived from the logia and utilized by Matt. xxiv. and 
Luke xxi.*; there would be disorder, uprisings, and tribulations 
preceding the appearance of the Messiah; the “ abomination 
of desolation " would be set up ‘ where it ought not to be,” 
that is, in the Temple (xiii. 14: 1d fdddvypa tie Epnudoeoc),* 
followed hy a period of unspeakable disasters in which all flesh 
would perish if God had not shortened the days; there would 
be upheavals of the natural order, and then the Son of Man 
would nppear with all the fantastic accompaniments of the 
apocalypse of Danicl. Unfortunately, the genuineness of this 
menacing passage cannot be maintained, as can easily be 
demonstrated the liberties which the three redactors have 
taken with i fhe conservative critics, at least those whose 
courage has failed before the evidence, such as Dewick and 
Batiffol, acknowledge the fact, only maintaining that the 
tedactor may have preserved some genuine logia in the frame- 
work of this invented utterance. It may be so, but these 
genuine fragments are difficult to disentangle, since the passage 





* CCLIM, 216. 

* Batiffol, CXC, 274. embarrassed hy this situation, at once advises 
us not to lose sight of “the purely moral value” assigned by Jesus 
“ta the conceptions enshrined in the popular belief of his time.” It 
is to be feared that the word “ moral’ is meaningless here, as is often 
the case. 

* It is reproduced again by the two Gospel writers in Matt. x. 27-22 
and Luke xii. 11-12, the one probably following Mark and the other Q. 

“The redactor is thinking of a profanation of the Temple, without, 
perhaps, specifying its re. Cf. CXIV, 103. 

* There is an interesting treatment of the point in XXIV, i, 125 f. 
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does not reflect the belief of the actual disciples of Jesus but 
that of men who were disturbed and alarmed by the delay of 
the parousia, and who sought to confirm their hope by the 
belief, following the pattern of Jewish apocalyptic, that such 
events would be the sign of the advent of the promised day.! 
The Jewish colouring of this picture is so strong as to Jend some 
probability to the view that its framework at lcast is derived 
from a short pre-Christian apocalypse. Reason demands that 
the conservative critics who refuse to admit this possibility 
should acknowledge at least that Jesus here spenks exactly as 
a Jew would have done. Such a view is entirely probable, for 
if Jesus had spoken otherwise it is difficult to believe that the 
tradition would not have shown traccs of the difference and 
have sought to supplement it from Jewish apocalyptic, 

It was never in the mind of Jesus that the Kingdom would 
be reserved solely for those of the righteous who would be alive 
at the dawn of the Great Day. Various views were current in 
his time concerning those who would be included in the future 
kingdom, but the most conscrvative estimates allowed that the 
righteous who had lived in earlier days, at least those belonging 
to Israel, would share in the kingdom. The Sadducces seem 
to have been the only Jews who did not believe in the Resurrec- 
tion (Mark xii. 18). The early Jews, being monists, could not 
conceive of a future life for man save under the form of a re- 
constitution of his physical nature ; but the adoption by Jewish 
thought of Greek dualism which despised the body and connected 
immortality with the spiritual nature of man, had led to compli- 
cations. Difficult questions were raised by the necessity of 
reconciling the contradictory beliefs in the resurrection of the 
body and the immortality of the soul, although in practice a 
compromise might be possible. For example, it was difficult 
to decide whether the resurrection was one of the body or of the 
individual, and if of the latter, how the individuality was to 
be preserved. Concerning these two points, taken separately 
or in their relation to one another, Jesus, so far as we know, 
said nothing. He believed in the resurrection, and he seems 
to have held that there was an immortal principle in man which 
our sources call the soul (ytz7y), without defining it; it was 
possible for an evil life to destroy it.* Since this principle was 
distinct from the body, it might be thought that it was this 
which would be manifested at the resurrection. 


1 OXIV, 107. Note in particular the prediction in xiii, 30-1: ‘ This 
Generation shall not pass away till all be fulfilled. Heaven and earth 
shell pass away, bul my words shall not pass away.” 

* COLI, 220. 
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But there was still the question of what would become of it 
after the death of the body. On this point Jesus made no 
definite statement, ? and it seems a rash proceeding to attempt 
to construct a reply out of the few casual utterances recorded 
in our sources. However, if he had believed that the essential 
human personality resided in the immortal soul alone, the 
expectation and preaching of the Kingdom would have been 
superfluous.* The physical transformation of the natural order 
would have hecn a dream without purpose, The world, in 
the divine sense, since the death of the first man, was consti- 
tuted by the sum of all the souls of the righteous of past gencra- 
tions. Hence it already existed above the terrestrial world, 
and was of a wholly different order. There was no need, there- 
fore, to speak of catastrophic change and resurrection. Since 
Jesus preached with the sole purpose of announcing the eschato- 
logical Kingdom, it follows that the immortal principle, whose 
existence in man he admits, is not the only object of the 
resurrection. Such, doubtless, was the view current in his 
time. 

These 18 a pussage peculiar to Luke (xvi. 19-31) which calls 
for exapination. It relates that Lazarus the beggar, pre- 
sumably @ pious person, after death was borne by the angels into 
Abraham’s bosom (eig tév xddror’ Afpads). The rich man also 
died and was buried.“ And in hell (gr 7 gy) he lifted up his 
eyes, yeing in torments, and secth Abraham afar off, and 
Lazarts in his bosom,” To his ery for pity the patriarch repli 
that be has already received his portion on carth, and adds: 
« tnd beside all this, between us and you there is a great. gulf 
fixed (ydapa péya éariguxta), that they which would pass 
from hence to you may not be able, and that none may cross 
over from thence to us.” 

We are not concerned at present with the style or the mean- 
ing of the parable, but only with the signifieance of the phrase 
“ Abraham's bosom.” It appears to be a place where the 
blessed rest as a child in its mother’s arms*; where they are 
weleomed by Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, according to 4 Macca- 
bees xiii. 16; a place of which o Targum says: 4 “like the 
Garden of Fden, into which none may enter save the righteous, 
whose souls shall be carried thither by the angels”; finally, 
the place which Luke xxiii. 43 calls Paradise * (“ Verily, I say 








Christ's omission, necording to CCLIIT, 226. 
+ ont John i. 18. 


Le i 
« Targum ou Koheleth, 4.12. Cf. LXVL, ii, 3 XCVIL, 168 7. 
+ From the Persian word pardés, meaning a royal garden or park. 


Cf. KOVI, i, 429. 
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unto thee, today shalt thou be with me in Paradise”; the 
promise of Jesus to the repentant thief). The “ hell’ mentioned 
m our passage is the ancient sheol, more or less hellenized, since 
souls are tormented there as in the Tartarus of the classical 
authors. 

It is unlikely that Jesus could have envisaged the possibility 
of a dialogue between Paradise and Hell, or that. he could have 
imagined Abraham as carrying on a conversation with the 
denizens of Hades. Such details are merely metaphors and 
symbols. But the passage implies the conception that. after 
death the immortal part of the righteous enters Paradise while 
that of the wicked departs into hell. This ia turn supposes a 
kind of special judgment, in the theological phrase, before the 
Reneral judgment takes place. The Pharisees held some such 
view, believing that only the righteous would expericnee a 
bodily resurrection, while the rest. would continue to suffer the 
punishment which they had deserved.t But we cannot tell 
whether this belief was shared by Jesus or was merely that of 
the Lucan redactor. 

Nor do we know how the Nazarene conccived of the resur- 
rection, nor whether he expected a resurrection of the flesh in 
the gross material form in which the Church finally aceepted 
it, a belief which was so often the butt of pagan jest. With 
regard to this point certainty is impossible. We shall sce 
that Paul gets away from this material conception of the 
great awakening. In his conception, that’ which would 
come forth from the carth would not be that which had 
been laid there, but something which, while resembling it, 
would be essentially different, a divine creation, a glorified body. 
Now a ilar idea scems to be implicd in Mark xii, 18-27 
(Matt. 23.33; Luke xx. 27-88), since it is said there 
that those who rine will be sexless like the angels (Mark 
xii, 25). This clearly implies the resurrection of individuals 
rather than of bodies.? The evidence is certainly weak, but 
hardly so precarious as the conclusions which are drawn from 
the teaching which finally triumphed in Christian orthodoxy 
because it was based upon what was supposed to be known 
about the bodily resurrection of Christ. Jewish opposition and 
Docetic * denials forced the Church to emphasize the material 
aspect of the miracle and to heighten its realism. The same 





















+ povoperizs vi 6 tiv els tiv xdktov tod autgic. 
'CCXXXYV, 177; CCLI, 220. 

4 The Docetists believed that the body of Christ was only » phantanm 
(déxnow}; hence his sufferings and death were only an appearance. 
This view arose at a very early date. 
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causes brought about a belief in one fixed type of resurrection 
for all classes of persons. 

We have already seen that there was no general agreement 
in Jewish thought with regard to the extent of the resurrection. 
There were those who absolutely denied any resurrection of the 
dead. Apart from the Sadducean view which maintained that 
the soul would perish with the body," there was a tradition, 
represented by several of the deutero-canonical books, such as 
Sirach, Tobit, and 1 Maccabces, which knew no resurrection.* 
In others there is uncertainty concerning the extent of the 
resurrection, whether it would embrace all the righteous, all 
Jews, or all mankind. It would seem at first sight that, since 
Jesus believed in the existence of an immortal principle in man, 
and, apparently, expected a final judgment for all mankind, 
he must have held the doctrine of a gencral resurrection ; but 
the Pharisees, who also believed in an immortal soul, confined 
the resurrection to the rightcous. There were Jews, too, who 
believed in a gencral judgment, but did not regard it as neces- 
sarily preceded by the resurrection, or limited the lattcr to that 
of the righteous. Our sources afford no certainty on this point. 
In Luke xx. 85 we read that “they that arc accounted worthy 
to attain to that workl, and the resurrection from the dead, 
neither marry nor are given in marriage...” Such are 
designated by the Evangelist “sons of the resurrection” (tis 
dvaotdaews vide dvtec). Unfortunately, these verses, remark- 
able for their unambiguity, are only found in Luke, and are 
therefore in all probability redactional, since there is no trace 
of them in Mark and Matth Morvover, the fact that the 
Lucan passage is only conce i ssurrection of the 
blessed, apparently docs not imply necessarily the denial of a 
general resurrection.6 However, Luke xiy. 14 seems also to 
limit the resurrection to the righteous (17 dvaatdaet duxaiwr). 

A final indication that there was no inevitable connexion 
between a resurrection and a judgment is afforded by the fairly 
general conception that demons and other disembodied spirits 
would experience the judgment. This clearly seems to be the 
suggestion of Matthew viii. 29: ‘‘ And they (the demons whom 
Jesus was casting out of the Gadarcne demoniacs) cried out 
saying, What have we to do with thee, thou Son of God ? art 
thou come hither to torment us before the time ?”’ (fAGeg dde 
mgd xutpod Bacarioat uds). 

1 XXIX, ii, a91. * Ibid., 508, 542 ff. 

* Charles, Eschat., in EB, col. 1375, which makes special reference 
to the Book of Jubilees. 

“ CIE, ii, 338 f. 
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It would be rash to suppose that the words of the Matthsan 
redactor represent the mind of Jesus ; but at least we can sce 
that he might have believed in a judgment of the wicked without 
admitting them to a share in the resurrection. 

The fact that Mark xii. 24-7 (and Syn. par.) speaks of the 
resurrection of the seven husbands of the woman, who were 
hardly all righteous persons, seems to confirm the expectation 
of a general resurrection. But it would be dangerous to draw 
conclusions from a hypothetical case invented solely for the 
purpose of catching the prophet. The same is true of Matthew 
xxv, 81 ff, where we have a description of the appearance of 
all nations (xdvra ta vy) before the Judge; since the whole 
section is plainly redactional and out of keeping with its context.? 

The final position is that we are unable to determine what 
was the teaching of Jesus on this fundamental point, since 
John v, 28-9 is the only passage which unequivocally affirms a 
general resurrection, We may be sure that if he had emphasized 
it, the tradition would be less indeterminate with regard to the 
point. We do not, nor shall we ever know, which of the various 
conceptions current among the Jews in his time was held by the 
Nazarene. 


1 
Tur JepemMent 


The same statement ‘must be made with regard to the judg- 
ment, concerning which several questions arise which we have 
no means of answering. From the evidence of his ethics, and 
its purpose of changing sinners into saints, it might be inferred 
that Jesus expected an individual judgment ; that it was the 
individual and not the nation who would appear before the 
Judge, and there are some grounds for saying? that such a 
conception has completely discarded nationalism. In the 
second place, he seems to have believed that the judgment 
would consist of such a detailed inquiry into the life of the 
individual as had not gencrally been envisaged by earlier teach- 
ing, and would embrace deeds, words, motives, and even 
thoughts. It has been suggested that this feature of his teach- 
ing is a return to the passion of the Prophets for the triumph 
of absolute righteousness.* 

With regard to the manner in which the judgment would 
be carried out, the teaching of Jesus leaves us unenlightened. 
Batiffol has remarked ¢ that in the various passages dealing 

+ XCHX, 206. = * CXC, 271. *CCLIML, 222. ‘CXC, 278. 





396 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


with the subject, “the central idea is the correlation of the 
doctrine of the Kingdom with that of Salvation. All the rest 
is secondary, uncertain and relative.” True, but if we ask 
ourselves whether that which Jesus regarded as the funda- 
menta) element in the judgment is that which the Gospel writers 
emphasize, we shall find no answer. The one passage which 
contains information—slight enough—on the point is Matthew 
xxv. 81-46, which describes the nations as summoned before 
the throne of the Son of Man. Even if the passage in question 
were not purely redactional, as it is, it would afford us no 
information conecrning the judgment, properly speaking : “ and 
he shall separate them onc from another, as the shepherd 
separateth the sheep from the goats ; and he shall set the sheep 
on his right hand, but the goats on the left.” Nothing morc, 
no information as to the manner in which the choice is to he 
made, Henee it has been supposed ! that we have to do with 
mn instantancous scparation, rather than with the conduct of 
atrial. But nothing can be based upon a verse which is con- 
ecrned more with the lesson to be drawn from the judgment 
than with the judgment itself. Nevertheless several passages 
seem to allude to a great Assize; for instanec, Mark viii. 38 
(and Syn. par, ; Matt. x. 32-3 and Luke xii. 8-9), Matthew 
xvi. 27 and Luke ix. 26, all of which point in the same dircetion, 
being intended to warn those who might be inclined to despise 
or deny the Son of Man in the present day, of the retribution 
which they may expect in the Great Day. Such a tendency 
stamps these passages at once as redactional, and as reflecting 
an attitude on the part of the Christian community which was 
certainly not that of Jesus; hence they ean give us no help 
on the point with which we are dealing. We may be prepared 
to admit that Jesus believed in a set Judgment, but apart from 
impressions which have no direct justification, such an admis- 
sion rests upon the following consideration alone, namely, that 
the conception attributed to Jesus by the Evangelists was 
current in his time and did not necessarily imply any detailed 
account of the judgment. Such an admission has never been 
called in question, 

The question arises as to who would be the Judge at the 
lust Judgment. The gencral belief of the Jews was that it 
would be God himself. However, the dislike felt by certain 
schools of thought to the anthropomorphic conception of Jahweh 
may well have led to the idea that the Messiah, acting on behalf 
of God, would be the Judge. Unfortunately this change is 
only found in writings of late date and suspected of Christian 

+ CHIL, i, 287. 
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interpolation, such as Enoch and 4 Esdras.!' At first sight the 
Synoptics seem to waver between three views: (1) It is God 
the Father who will judge, and Jesus will appear before him, 
or beside him, as a witness (Matt. x. 82-3; Luke xii. 8 9; 
Matt. vii. 22-8; Matt. xviii. 35; Luke xviii. 7; Matt. xiii, 
80). (2) It is the Son of Man who will come with his angels, 
with divine attributes such as the book of Daniel describes, 
as the deputy of God, and will render to every man according 
to his works (Matt. xvi. 27; xxv. $1; xxiv. 50). (3) The 
angels of the Son of Man, sent by him, will purge defilement 
out of his Kingdom (Matt. xiii, 41). Such activities might 
almost be described as police measures, involving no apocalyptic 
manifestation. The choice, if one must be made, presents 
difficulties. 

The position is almost hopeless from the point of view of 
recovering the actual mind of Jesus, since the rapid transiti 
from prophet to Messiah, and from Messiah to Saviour-God, 
imperatively demanded a fundamental change in the eschato- 
logical réle of Jesus. The numcrous Matthewan passages repre: 
senting the function of Christ as Judge arc suspicious at this 
early date, the more so in that they rest on the passage with 
its Pauline colouring: “All things have been committed to 
him by the Father ” (Matt. ii. 27. Cf. Matt. xiii. 41. 8, 40/f.; 
xvi. 27; xxii. 11-14; xxv. 82). Thus, the conception of the 
purging of the Kingdom of the Son of Man by his angels is 
derived from the parable of the Tares, which, in its present 
form, and in comparison with the rest of the Matthwan Gospel, 
exhibits, in its obvious improbability, all the marks of redac- 
tional invention.* 

The view is certainly not untenable that Jesus, without. 
believing himself to be the Messiah, may have reserved a central 
réle in the drama of the Judgment for the Coming One ; but 
it is rash to seck a proof of it in the Matthwzan assertion that 
the Son of Man—xz conception which, we must repeat, was 
wholly foreign to the Nazarene—will confess or deny those 
who have confessed or denied him on earth, “ when he shall 
come in the glory of his Father with his holy angels.” Here 
we are dealing with the parousia, and the conception of the 
parousia did not come from Jesus. In short, we have no 
knowledge whatever of what Jesus thought of the Messiah and 
his functions. 

Indeed, it would be a fruitless task to attempt to resolve 
the contradictions of the Gospels: it is impossible, in the 
present state of our knowledge, to go beyond the bald state- 

'XLIV, 179. * CTI, i, 780; CVI, 202; CVI, ii, 212. 








898 THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


ment that Jesus believed in the reality of the Judgment.! This 
may secm a meagre result of our inquiry, but the reason is 
not far to seek. 

For obvious reasons it is useless to ask how the Nazarene 
conceived of Paradise and hell; but it would be interesting to 
know what he thought would be the proportion of the elect 
to the lost. For him the elect would be the righteous, those 
who had been rendered so by metanoia. Possibly, at the be- 
ginning of his ministry, he may have hoped that many would 
be led by his message into the way of salvation which he offered 
to them. This illusion must soon have becn shattered. This 
is why the Matthean redactor may have been right in ascribing 
to him, at the close of his career, the much abused phrase which 
may well express the experience of Jesus: “ Many are called 
but few chosen "’ (Matt. xxii. 14). It was, moreover, the verdict 
of the Jewish wisdom of his day.* 

In conclusion, the Synoptie Gospels, distorted by the require- 
ments of the apostolic and sub-apostolic creed, can no longer 
give us a satisfactory reply to the questions raised concerning 
the views of Jesus on the ultimate destiny of humanity. We 
are left with the probable conclusion that he was in accord 
with the opinions and beliefs of his environment. These were, 
unfortunately, various and confused, and we cannot form a 
sufliciently clear picture of the environment of Jesus, with its 
characteristic ideas, to make such a conclusion of much value 
to us. We are not even able to say with certainty whether 
his vision of the future had room for the warlike and triumphant 
Messiah, in whom so many of his contemporaries saw the last 
hope of Israel. Our sources certainly appear to predict the 
advent of the Messiah as an unexpected event which would 
immediately be followed by the setting-up of the Kingdom ; 
but that is not sufficient evidence for believing that this was 
the expectation of Jesus. Between him and the Gospels as 
we have them there is more than a difference of age and environ- 
ment; there is a fundamental difference of temper and a 
completely changed perspective. 

) Batiffol himuelf (CXC, 273 7.) admits this. Since he refuses to 
allow the existence of redactional changes in the teaching of Jesus, 
he prefers to believe that the Master used elements of apocalyptic 
imagery aa metaphors or parabolic material. It is as difficult to accept 
te hank confession of defeat as the contradictory statements of 

latthew. 

"Cf. 4 Esdras viii. 3: “ Many are created, but few are saved” ; 
viii, 1; ix. 15; Apoe. of Baruch xliv. 15. 


CHAPTER XI 
THE ORIGINALITY OF JESUS 
I 


Tae Nove.ry or THE Teaciinc or Jesus 


S we come to the end of our study of the teaching of Jesus, 
two questions present themselves: (1) In what did the 
originality of the Nazarene consist, and what was new in his 
teaching ? (2) Since his teaching had as its object the pre- 
paration of his hearers for a crisis which never developed, what 
permanent elements did it contain? With regard to the first 
point we have already arrived at several conclusions which 
must now be brought together. With regard to the second 
point we shall have to come to a decision about a matter of 
considerable importance, namely, whether, in the evolution of 
the religion which claims Jesus for its founder, the ideas of 
the prophet had, as some maintain, a determining influence, 
or whether, as others claim, they had no part in it at all. 
The explanation which the Gospels give of the beginning 
of the ministry of Jesus as the continuation of the Baptist’s 
mission has the merit of simplicity and clearness, but it is not 
so certain that it is historically true. It is impossible to ignore 
the difference between the spirit of the preaching of Jesus and 
that of his supposed precursor; the contrast between the 
advent of a day of wrath heralded with threats by a fierce 
ascetic, and the Good News announced with comfortable words 
by a prophet full of tenderness and pity for sinners.’ If the 
account given by the Gospel tradition is trustworthy, the con- 
trast is too great to be resolved by reducing it to a mere differ- 
ence of character and temperament. There is thus, at the 
very outset of the ministry of Jesus, a mystery which we cannot 
pierce; the source of his characteristic outlook and beliefs 
remains shrouded in a darkness which all our labours leave 
unillumined. Concerning the episode at the Jordan a critic * 
1 The contrast is clearly indicated in Matt. xi. 18 ff. (Luke vil. 88 7.) : 
“ John came neither eating or drinking...” 
* Bruce, in EB, Jesus, § 6. 
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has recently written that “it affords a backward glimpse into 
the silences of Nazareth ; it is a window into the mind of Jesus.” 
Unfortunately, even if the window is really open, that is, if 
Jesus actually went to Jordan, it is a window that opens into 
the dark. Morcover, if he did go to Jordan, there is no 
hope of ever knowing how far he was indebted to John the 
Baptist for any elements of his teaching, other than his 
two ecntral themes of the nearness of the Kingdom and the 
need for metanoia. Furthermore, it is impossible to say what 
he could have received from a man concerning whom we do 
not know whether he possessed any specific doctrine, nor 
whether he belonged to a sect or was merely a solitary fanatic. 

In the course of our study we have observed in the teach- 
ing of Jesus more than one feature which might be characterized 
as sectarian, that is to say which bears the marks of the out- 
look and spirit of a small exclusive group. His very name, 
the Nazarene, points in the same direction. Nevertheless, there 
is absolutely nothing in our sources that indicates with ecrtainty 
the connexion of the prophet with some Jewish sect whose 
doctrines he was promulgating. Sinee the cighteenth century 
endless discussions have been engaged with the problem with- 
out result. Similarly, every attempt to connect Jesus with the 
Essenes has been fruitless, for, from our present point of view, 
nothing but contrast appears between the teaching of the 
Essences und the Synoptic account. of the teaching of Jesus ; 
statement which is equally truc of the practices of the Essenes 
and the behaviour of Jesus. Even if we admit the possibility 
of Essene influence in matters of detail, an admission about 
which it is impossible to be specific, we cannot hope for light 
from the communities on the shores of the Dead Sea conecrning 
the essential nature of the Nazarene’s teaching. 

Still less are we in a position to know anything about the 
connexion of the teaching of Jesus with that of other Jewish 
sects whose existence we can only suspect, even if they con- 
tained all the possibilities which we desire. Whether it be the 
ease that the tradition has obliterated from the teaching of 
Jesus all those features judged to be embarrassing or irrelevant, 
or whether it has preserved a relatively trustworthy picture 
of him, in any case all that we gather from it is the impression 
that the Nazarene based his teaching on the common stock 
of beliefs current in Isracl in his time. Such an impression is 
confirmed by the numerous instances in which we have had 
occasion to observe connexion between the utterances ascribed 
to Jesus and the ideas current in his day, both in the rabbinical 
schools and in pious circles. To use an expression in vogue 
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at the present time, we may say that in its essence, the content 
of the teaching of Jesus, if not its method of application, does 
not appear to differ widely, in essentials, from that of pharisaic 
Judaism. Modern Jewish writers emphasize this point, and 
we are bound to admit that they are right.1 

Nevertheless, if there is one characteristic which stands out 
more than another in the Synoptic tradition it is the reiterated 
insistence on a permanent and fundamental opposition between 
Jesus and the Pharisees. We are at once reminded of the 
passage in Mark i. 22: ‘‘ For he taught them as one having 
authority (i; éoveiuw zywr)"—the note of ‘the prophet— 
“and not as the scribes ”—whom the Gospels always associate 
with the Pharisees. Such a passage clearly implies that the 
teaching of the Nazarene, both in its spirit and in its methods, 
stands in opposition to that of the Schools. On their side, the 
Pharisees pursued Jesus with an unrelenting hatred; they 
devoted themselves to an unceasing attempt to oppose, embar- 
rass, compromise, and finally to exterminate him, 

There can be no doubt that the tradition has read back 
into the mind of Jesus the hostility felt by the carly Christian 
communities towards the Jewish Rabbis who were most formid- 
able opponents of their mission. It has even been maintained * 
that the enmity existing between Jesus and the Phari: was 
wholly an invention of the tradition, and that he was essentially 
in agreement with them.? In that case we should have to 
suppose that his teaching was influenced by pharisaic ideas and 
was a kind of popularization of Pharisaism. But there is need 
here of caution. When it is said that all his teaching finds a 
parallel in the Talmud,* we must remember that the editing 
of the older parts of the Talmud dues not go back to an carlier 
date than the second century of our cra, and that the oral 
tradition which embodies its discussions, and even the older 
tradition contained in the Pirge Aboth which may be contem- 
porary with Jesus, bear traces of Christian contamination. 
Moreover, if the Talmud contains parullels with the teaching 
of Jesus, it contains many other things as well which his teach- 
ing has discarded.* The process of sclection in itself involves 
originality and points rather to the independence of the teaching 
of Jesus. 

. CCXLVIM, 89. 

2 Elbogen, Die Religions-Anschauungen der Pharisder mit Uesonderer 
Beriicksichtigung der Begriffe Gott und Mensch, 1904. 

* Follkrug, Jesus und die Pharisder, 1902; Chwolsun, Die letzte 
Passamah! Christi, 118; there is also the well-known contribution of 
Abrahsms. 

* CLEXY, 75. * CCCXIIL, 1894, $7, n. 
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It is by no means impossible that Jesus, in his turn, hated 
and opposcd, not Pharisaism as such, but a special brand of 
Pharisaism, that aspect of it to which the inquiries of modern 
scholars have been too long confined, and the only aspect of 
it which they have been willing to discover in the Talmud— 
the Pharisaism which regards genuine picty as consisting in a 
rigid legalism, a withering adherence to the letter, a lifeless 
pedantry, content to all appearance with outward acts. 

But side by side with this type of Pharisaism there was 
another with which Jesus must have been in entire sympathy, 
Among those who meticulously tithed their mint and their salt, 
who would not cat without ritual hand-washing, who were 
serupulously carcful about the cleanliness of their utensils, who 
made the legal observance of the Sabbath burdensome by a 
hair-splitting casuistry, and who patiently reared about the 
Law—and this was their gravest offence in the eyes of Jesus 
—a hedge of restrictions and limitations which repelled the 
common people, amoung such as these there were some who had 
arrived at the conception that there was an essential content 
at the heart of the Law;+ they thought that this essential 
content was very simple, and that to keep it was to do the 
will of God; nay more, it was the title of admission to the 
blessings of the Covenant of Israel. 

About the time of Jesus, they had also arrived at the belief 
that external legalism was unnceessary and that regular attend- 
ance at the Temple did not of itself bring a man nearer to God.? 
Indeed, in its origin, Pharisaism was essentially an intensely 
spiritual movement, and anything but an outgrowth of barren 
formalism, As Harnack vigorously points out, Pharisaism 
must not be judged by its later stunted growth (Verkiim- 
merung),? which may have satisfied those for whom piety con- 
sisted in a dull formality. History shows how often piety has 
made shipwreck on the rock of rigid adherence to outward 
forms. It is clear, then, that it was the narrow ritualists, the 
representatives of a bad, stunted Pharisaism, who were the 
objects of the opposition of Jesus. He could have had no cause 
of quarrel with the good type of Pharisee with whom he would 
have been in essential accord. And while the casuists and the 
pedants may havc hated the nabi who taught with an authority 
that needed not the seal of scholastic sanction, the liberal- 
minded Rabbis could hardly have failed to sympathize with 
him. For if we consider the movement initiated by Jesus as 
a whole and purely from the religious point of view, it displays 

1 Die Hauptsumme des Gesetzes, 60 Harnack, CCLXIU, i, 78, n. 2. 

* GLEEXIX, 40. ? COLXIM, i, 79. 
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the same outlook and is moving in the same direction as genuine 
Pharisaism.!_ Renan has said “ Hillel was the true teacher of 
Jesus." * Whatever we may think about the literal accuracy 
of the statement, the idea which it expresses is fundamentally 
true. The Pharisecs awaited with cager longing the great Day, 
the setting up of the Kingdom in a world reborn, the perfect 
righteousness of God, before ever Jesus had set these things 
in the forefront of his preaching. It has been said ? that the 
term righteousness was the watchword and rallying ery of the 
Pharisees. Similarly they held fast to the idea of the resur- 
rection, The ethical principles of the Pharistes corresponded 
with those of Jesus, including the characteristic feature of his 
moral teaching, the emphasis placed on the value of works of 
mercy. There is no suggestion here that the Nazarene was 
merely a Pharisee, He had and kept his own fashion of teach- 
ing—his way—which was not that of the Pharisees, as well as 
his originality of mind which was largely duc to the fact that 
he had never been trained in the rabbinical schools. He was 
much simpler, in the various meanings of the word, than the 
Pharisees, more accessible to sinners, more sympathetic to the 
am-haareg; he laid more stress on the invincibility of love. 
But his roots, so to speak, were in the soil of Pharisaic picty, 
and even if he reccived his initial impulse from some 
known to us, his spiritual growth was nourished on Phurisaism., 
It is not necessary to go so far as to say that he had derived 
his ideas from the same sources from which Pharisaism had 
sprung, since the latter had long outgrown its origins. But, 
because Pharisaism had permeated Isracl with its fundamental 
conceptions, it was possible for it to furnish the content of the 
religious consciousness of a prophet sprung from the people, 
why, doubtless, had known no other school than his village syna- 
gogue. The originality of Jesus lics mainly in this, that he 
had instinctively crystallized the esscnee of Pharisaism in o 
single act of faith ; all that Pharisaisin stood for was realized in 
the instantaneousness and completeness of metanoia, the one 
and only door of salvation into the Kingdom. It was no smuil 
thing. 

Moreover, such a synthesis of Pharisuic ideas could only 
have been achieved by a prophet. Hence Jesus presents him- 
self to us as a Messianic prophet, unique among those of whorn 
we have glimpses in this period. He was a Messianic prophet 

















1 Cf. LIV, 420; CCLXIIL, i; L-a, i, 169; there are ulso, of course, 
the Je writers whose works we have made considerable use of, 
¢.g. Abrahams, Herford, Montefiore, ete. 

* CLXVII, 35. +14, i, 170, 
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who said little, if anything, about the Messiah, and whose 
message struck no warlike note. But it is to be remarked that, 
so far as we know, John the Baptist issued no call to arms 
either, and that, apparently, the sects of which we have any 
knowledge exhibited the same characteristic, leaving to Jahweh 
the responsibility of securing his own triumph. Hence, so far 
as his aims were concerned, Jesus’ prophetic teaching might 
be described as orthodox, judged by the standards of the Law 
and the Temple, but its inspiration had its source mainly out- 
side what may, by stretching the terms, call orthodox 
national Messianism, since, in the necessary preparation for the 
Kingdom, he aid emphasis on the need for an internal reforma- 
tion of the individual, rather than on a popular appeal to force. 
Whence he drew the guiding principles of that inward change 
which sccmed to him indispensable, and which constituted both 
the central motive of his carcer and his real originality, we 
cannot tell, and all attempts at an explanation have so far 
proved fruitless. It may be that the answer can only be found 
in the vague and various influences at work in the environment 
where the ideas which he sct in motion saturated the very air 
which he breathed. We have only to think of the forces which 
shaped the great religious innovators, Mohammed, Francis of 
Assisi, Ignatius Loyola: such men cannot be assigned to any 
particulur sect or influence, but to an environment in which 
their temperaments instinctively selected those elements which 
characterized their religious personality and their activities. 
At all cvents we may say that Jesus drew his inspiration 
from, and lived under the continual influence of the Scriptures. 
In this regard, the statements and modifications of the Gospel 
redactors are suspect, sinec they were accustomed to draw from 
the Old Testament vindications and arguments for their apolo- 
getic. However, Jesus cannot be explained apart from the 
Old Testament ; without it he could not have existed. His 
reverence for the Law was absolute; but in his method of 
interpreting it according to what he believed to be the truth 
and the will of God, he availed himself of the freedom of a 
prophct who feels that his inspiration is drawn from the same 
source as that of the Torah. This characteristic, again, differen- 
tiated him from the Pharisees. His fundamental distinction 
from them lay precisely in the fact that he was a prophet, that 
he felt within him the moving of the Spirit which he was im- 
pelled to obey. The two imperative practical demands of the 
Spirit were, first, the eschatological direction of all his teach- 
ing, and, secondly, the law of love, carried to its logieal eon- 
clusions, as the standard of life and the key which gave entrance 
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to the Kingdom. Herein, so far as we can sec, lay the novelty 
of his contribution to the religious life of Israel. 

We need not discuss the claim that Jesus was beyond all 
comparison in the history of mankind (Deissmann), a claim 
which would certainly constitute an unrivalted originality.' 
We may agree with Loisy ? that such a claim is “a mirage in 
which the dogma of the divinity of Jesus has involved the minds 
of liberal Protestants." We have no grounds on which to base 
an estimate of such a far-reaching claim. By common consent 
the Synoptics present us with an outstanding religious person- 
ality in Isracl. More than this we cannot say without going 
beyond the limits of our positive knowledge. We must not. 
confound the Nazarene with the ideal which he has come to 
represent since the birth of Christian dogma, an ideal for w! 
he was not responsible. So far as history is concerned, 
not the Incarnate Logos, nor the Son who is consubstantial 
with the Father, but only a Jewish prophet. Drews remarks * 
that however much we may magnify the person and teaching 
of Jesus, his recorded utterances in the Gospels never rise 
beyond what is characteristic of human intellectual capacity. 
This will be admitted by any unbiassed person. It may be 
added that we have not even to do with what we may eall a 
man of genius, but only with a man of singular spiritual loveli+ 
ness and breadth of humanity. 





II 
Time AND THE TEACHING OF JESUS 


The teaching of Jesus did not possess a permancnt character. 
It was based upon the expectation of 8 great eschatological 
event, of which cither the fulfilment or the frustration would 
have been fatal to it, since it was not concerned with the futurc, 
and the continuance of human life was destined to undermine 
its foundations. In the same way thc law of love, indispensable 
element of the life of the Kingdom, was unworkable in 4 normal 
society. But the hope of Jesus remained unfulfilled, crushed 
by a cruel death. His disciples, terrified by such a shattering 
blow, sought refuge in flight. This should have been the logical 

1 A quarter of a century ago Deissmann wrote: “' Jesus is greater 
than the tradition about him "’ (quoted in L-a, i, 179, from Evang. und 
Urchristentum, 1805). How did he know? For a similar statement, 
needing the same reservation, cf. CCLXIV, 63. 

‘ BELR, 1912, 569. 

* Did Jesus ever live? A religious debate on the Christ-Myth, 42, 
trans. Lipman, Paris, 1912. 
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end of the Nazarene’s movement, only its memory should have 
survived, just as nothing but a memory remained of several 
prophets of warlike messianism who appeared in Judea about. 
the same time. This, however, was not what happened: a 
new religion, Christianity, and an organization adapted to the 
needs of an earthly life, the Church, were the continuation of 
the message which, logically, ended at Calvary. The question 
naturally arises whether they were its legitimate issue, and 
whether the teaching which we have just examined contained, 
all unknown to Jesus, the seeds of such a flowering. If not, 
it is merely the memory of the Master which served as a nucleus 
round which the new order of things grew up, an order in which 
the prophet would have recognized neither his aims nor his 
spirit. 

F It is a weighty problem by which we are confronted, no- 
thing less than that of the origins of Christianity. It cannot 
be solved without a study of the movement in question ; but 
we may, provisionally, sct forth certain considerations. The 
renewed courage of the disciples was due to their belief that 
their Master had immediately been delivered from the power 
of death. Hence they continucd to await the Kingdom which 
he had announecd, but their hope contained a new element of 
fundaniental importance: they believed that by resurrection 
Jesus had become the Messiah, and for them, henceforth, the 
advent. of the Kingdom consisted in the parousia, the apoca- 
lyptic return and manifestation in glory of the Risen One. 
Hence, when the disciples reassembled with restored hope, their 
outlook was no longer that of Jesus: while he had preached 
an indispensable metanoia and a mode of life necessary in view 
of the immediate advent of the Kingdom, they preached the 
person of Jesus and saving faith in his Messiahship, in view 
of the Judgment where he would separate his own from the 
rest. 

They might indeed seem to adhere to the letter of the teach- 
ing which they had received from him during his lifetime, but 
their interest was speedily transferred to their love for his 
person and their confidence in his supreme power. This was 
the figure whom the Easter faith had brought again from the 
tomb, clothed with a few moral precepts relating to the intimate 
daily life in which the disciples had lived in the company of 
their Master. The two elements of the Nazarene’s teaching, 
the dream of the Kingdom which had sustained him, and the 
mode of life belonging to it, were not destined to recover from 
the shattering blow of his death, but were to be obliterated 
by the dogmatic developments of the Christology. 
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We shall go on to amplify these brief remarks and examine 
more closely into their grounds, but the provisional conelusion 
to which they lead us is that the genuine teaching of Jesus 
did not survive him; that the prophet neither foresaw nor 
desired the new order which replaced the immediate future of 
his dream; and, although Christianity may be said to have 
its origin in him, since the new religion grew out of speculations 
concerning his person and his niission, he was not its founder, 
It had never even entered into his mind. 


PART Hil 


THE DEATH OF JESUS AND THE EASTER 
FAITH 


CHAPTER 1 
JESUS AT JERUSALEM 


Tne Prosiem 


WwW: have now to deal with the central problem of the life 
of Jesus, the problem of his death and its unexpected 
issues. Secure in their faith in the resurrection of Jesus, his 
disciples, as they reflected on his Passion, arrived at the belief 
that beneath these shattering events there Iny the ultimate 
mystery of salvation. Seen in the light of Calvary, the whole 
life of the Nazarene received its true significance, and the cross, 
the shameful symbol of his death, became the means by which 
the most stupendous of miracles was brought about, This, in 
essence, was the line of thought which kindled the first flame. 
of the Christian movement. 

If the belief of the disciples of the apostolic period concern- 
ing the Passion and the Resurrection was truc ; if the objects 
which their faith attributed to their Master were really hi 
if he had predicted, as they probably said he had, what was 
going to happen to him, and had clearly indicated whst it 
implied, then there is no further cause for doubt : Christianity 
is really the work of Jesus; he came into the world to found 
it, and by the cross he both realized it and vindicated it. In 
that case, all the evidence so far collected which appears to 
militate against this belief of orthodoxy is worthless and 
meaningless. 

Unfortunately we are obliged to ask ourselves whether the 
disciples, whom we may provisionally call the Apostles, can 
really have seen and known the events which are supposed to 
rest upon their testimony. We must ask whether their evidence 
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was the sober, weighty, and therefore reliable testimony of men 
who were capable of accurate observation, or whether it was 
that of men whose imagination was disordered, who were un- 
halaneed by chronic ecstasy or by sume violent shock, men 
who were liable to illusions, to autosuggestion, to the imagina- 
tive creations of the mystic’s psychology. If we are forced to 
accept the latter of these alternatives, the superficial simplicity 
of the orthodox explanation of the birth of Christianity im- 
mediately disappears ; the Christian interpretation of the death 
of Jesus becomes meaningless, and even the reality of the 
Resurrection is found to be unsupported. 

There are two tendencies, both alike worthless, which call 
for examination here. One springs from rationalism and the 
other from credulity. 

The first starts with the assumption that the miraculous 
does not exist, that the existence of the supernatural cannot 
be proved. Hence the Gospel statements concerning the death 
of Jesus, in part, and concerning his resurrection, entirely, fall 
outside the sphere of reality without further discussion, and 
must be rejected @ priori by the historian. It becomes neces- 
sary to substitute for them either an acknowledgment of com- 
plete ignorance, a kind of historical agnosticism which says : 
“We do not know what happened, but it was certainly not 
that,” or else hypotheses which are necessarily insecure, but 
which possess a certain speciousness that commends them to 
the reason. This is the method followed by many unbelieving 
critics who have accepted, in the main, the historicity of the 
arrest and trial of Jesus, his execution and burial, but who 
have discarded the embarrassing miracle of the resurrection by 
supposing stories of simulated death, followed by revival and 
escape, or of the carrying off of the body by friends or enemies, 
and so forth. 

Believing critics have dealt severely with this method of 
argument, already several times referred to, and often with 
good reason. Their error has been that of following, although 
in the opposite direction, along the very line of reasoning which 
they had refuted. To say that the Gospel statements are true 
because they are contained in the Gospel, that the activities 
of the Son of God must be miraculous, and that the Resurrec- 
tion is its own infallible proof, implies that it is unnecessary 
to examine and sift the evidence, and that belief suffices. 
Moreover, while such a position is perfectly tenable, it is not 
one upon which history can be built. The historian knows 
nothing and believes nothing in advance, save that it is incum- 
bent on him to believe nothing, and that he knows nothing, 
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His business is to search, and having examined all the docu- 
ments, he bases his conclusions upon them and not upon any 
previous convictions of his own. An apology might seem to 
be needed for the reiteration of such platitudes, but experience 
shows how easily they may be forgotten in approaching the 
questions with which we are about to deal. 

Now it is only too clear that our Gospel documents describe 
the Passion and the Resurrection under the forms which they 
had received from the imagination, the emotions and the 
religious experience of the post-apostolic peridd. While it is 
possible to maintain that these descriptions rest upon apostolic 
tradition, a slight examination of the sources is suflicient to 
east a doubt upon such a view. There are too many passages 
which raise the question as to how the information which they 
contain could have been acquired.! We fecl too often that the 
details presented to us have evidently been obtained by the 
methods which the novelist employs in order to give the appear- 
ance of reality to his characters: he gives an imaginary account 
of their thoughts, feclings and utterances, in accordance with 
his own standard of reality. The requirements of apologetic 
and of the polemic directed against Jewish opposition placed 
the Gospel writers in an extremely difficult position in dealing 
with those early reminiscences, which, if they ever existed, lic 
under the suspicion of having been collected in a disturbed and 
ecstatic atmosphere hardly favourable to a judicial attitude. 

The three Synoptics present too many serious discrepancies, 
and it is mere nonsense to suggest that they only concern un- 
essential details. The fundamental fact is that they all draw 
from a common source, and their threefold testimony is in 
reality only that of a single witness ; the freedom with which 
they treat the common source raises grave doubts concerning 
the stability and trustworthiness of the tradition. A careful 
study of the Synoptic documents reveals the growth of a legend 
to which cach of the Gospel writers gives his own characteristic 
form.* We have, in Loisy’s words, 2 labour of faith and 
devotion ‘ which finds its satisfaction in such representations 
as it considers most worthy of its object.” The climax of the 
process is reached in the Johannine story of the Passion, which, 
as it cannot too often be repeated, although more finished than 
the account of the three Synoptic Gospels, and possessing a 


1 To give one example: In the incident in Gethsemane (Mark xiv. 
8277.) the Evangelist records words which Jesus must have uttered 
when he was alone and at @ distance from the disciples, who were asleep. 
Who could have beard them ? 

* CI, i, 182. 
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somewhat different viewpoint, agrees with them in spirit, in 
tendency, and in the information which it affords. It has so 
far eliminated from the sacred drama every trace of the human 
clement, that for the Jesus of John, the Christ, the cross be- 
comes a kingly throne,! from which descends the proclamation. 
that all is finished (xix. 80, rezédeora:); the will of God has 
been fulfilled ; ull that the Scriptures foretold has been accom- 
plished (John xix. 28). Finally, confirmatory quotations from 
the Old Testament are numerous, and too frequently in evidence 
in important cpisodes.? As we shall go on to show, it is not 
difficult to understand the reason for this. The apostolic age 
founded its belief in the Christian hope on the view that the 
eentral events of the Gospel were the fulfilment of the promises 
contained in the Old Testament. Hence it gradually gathered 
round these events all those passages of the Old Testament 
which might seem to vindicate and illustrate the object of their 
faith, or which might give fuller substance to the necessarily 
meagre outlines of the tradition. It is well known tu what an 
extent this tendency to confirmatory and explanatory clabora- 
tion has destroyed the simple truth of the original facts, even 
supposing that the companions of the Crucified did retain some 
traces of these facts in their memories. To such an extent 
have some of these Old Testament passages,? Psalm xxii. for 
instance, affected the Gospel narrative, that the question has 
been seriously raised whether the primitive tradition, repre- 
sented by the Marean document (Urmarcus), knew anything 
of an account of the Passion and the Resurrection ; * and 
whether the whole of this account, as we find it in the Synoptics, 
was not merely built up out of passages from the Old Testa- 
ment, without any basis in fact. The adherents of the mythical 
view linger with special delight over this incoherent narrative 
of the Passion, regarding it as a notable piece of evidence against 
the historicity of the Gospels. While such extreme views 
are only held by a small minority of critics, they may not be 
contemptuously dismissed. 


+) LXXIX, 2 

1¥Feigel, ior» has carefully collected the passages of the Old Testament 
made use of in the narratives which concern us. Among these, Ps. xxii., 
which colours the whole account of the Passion, calis for special notice ; 
also the fifty-third of Isaiah, of which it has been said (CCLVIL, 175 #7.) 
that during his Passion, Jesus had it continually before his mind, and 
fulfilled it deliberately, detail by detail. 

" A critical examination will be found in CLVI, ch. ix. It is not 
altogether casy, however, ta share the complete confidence of the author 
in every verse of the Synoptics. 

* Reuss, Les Evangiles syn., 82. + Steudel, CLEXXXI, 48. 
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While the Gospels seem to be aware that Jesus had an- 
nounced, at an early date, to the Apostles all that was about 
to happen to him at Jerusatem,' the Apostles had certainly 
forgotten this assurance, since they fled in dismay as svon us 
that which they ought to have expected began to take place.* 
The fact is that when the faith of the Apostles had been re- 
stored, they were obliged to find some explanation of the affence 
of the cross, as Paul called it. Clearly, the best explanation 
was to include the eross in the purpose of God and to assert 
that Jesus had foreseen, accepted and foretoki it.? This 
tendeney appears, for instance, in the prayer in Gethss 
(Mark xiv. 36), where the Nazarene declares his resignation to 
the Father’s will, and the passage in Mark 31 ff, which 
is said to have disturbed Peter so deep! “The Son of Man 
must suffer many things, and be rejected by the elders, and 
the chief prie: and the scribes, and be killed, and after three 
days rise again.” ¢ 

Morvover, long before the Master had foretold it, the Law 
and the Prophets had predicted his fate. We read in Acts iii. 
18, “ But the things which God foreshowed by the mouth of 
all the prophets, that his Christ should suffer, he thus fulfilled”? & 
It is well established that the Old Testament knows nothing 
of a suffering Messiah, but apologetic exegesis has always been 
able to accommodate passages to its nec 

Having made these necessary remarks, it only remains to 
seek what light we may from the Synoptics and from the 
meagre information supplied by the Acts and the Pauline 
epistles. If we may not succeed in dispelling the darkness, 
we shall at least have the satisfuction of an altempt to break 
through it. 



























il 
Tae JERUSALEM ENVINONMENT 


We left Jesus at Bethany, which is generally held to have 
been about a mile and a half from Jerusalem, on the way to 
Jericho, and were unable to accept the Gospel account, either 
of the triumphant entry into the city, or of his first magisterial 
visit to the Temple, when he cast a proprictary glance round 


+ Cf. Mark viii. 31; ix. 8-18; x. 38-4, ete. 
> Mark xiv. 50 and Syn. * CHIL, i, 180 9. 
* Cf. Mark x. 88, and Syn., which repeats the whole saying during 
the journey of Jesus tu Jerusalem. 
“Cf. Acts xiii, 27; xxvi. 28; xxviii. 28; Rom. 








. 21; 2 Cor. i, 20. 
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upon everything (Mark ii. 11; zepifleydpevos advra). Accord- 
ing to the tradition, all these incidents took place during the 
week before the Jewish Passover. Christian liturgical usage 
assigned them to the exact date of the Sunday before the 
Resurrection, that is, Palm Sunday. 

We may ask what the Nazarene could have expected from 
Jerusalem, hardly anything good. Since the Romans had 
assumed the government of Judaa the city had been dominated 
hy the Temple. That is to say, by the priesthood, whose 
members, if not entirely, yct for the most part, belonged to the 
Sadducean party, of all the Jewish sects the most unfavourable 
to any Messianic movement. The priesthood with the natural 
conservatism of those whose intcrest it is to maintain the status 
quo, clerical in its outlook, could not fail to be hostile to the 
eestatic, to the prophet who rudely overturned their pleasant 
customs and shattered their cherished peace. As a body they 
had at. their disposal considerable material resources: they 
controlled the Temple police whose business it was to keep 
order in the Temple; they possessed a majority in the San- 
hedrin, which, as the custodian of the Jewish religion, could 
at any time declare this to be threatencd, and set in motion 
the forces far its defence. In the city itself dwelt the personnel 
of the Rabbinical schools, swollen with pride, and from the 
outset unfavourably disposed towards a provincial nabi, of no 
repute as a scholar, an ignoramus who posed as a teacher, 
There were aiso the common people, although it is not likely 
that the am-haares would be found in any great number in 
the shadow of the Sanctuary where there was no excuse for 
their presence. There may, however, have been anavim, and 
pilgrims were numerous. A wave of enthusiasm might have 
roused these lesser clements of the populace to action if Jesus 
had known how to stir them ; but, so far as we can judge, his 
message was not one which the majority of them were expecting, 
and, moreover, he was a Galilean, which would tend to prejudice 
Jews against him. No great reputation preceded him, his own 
country, Galilee, had not received his preaching with any great 
enthusiasm, and even the Gospels themselves do not attempt to 
prove the contrary, with the exception of the improbable Messi- 
anic entry, which, so far from correcting the impression given 
by the rest of the narrative, confirms it by the very contradic- 
tion which it presents. Furthermore, such a heterogeneous and 
unarmed rabble could have effected nothing of any significance. 
At the most it could only have listened to him, followed him, 
and gathered round him in an attempt to prevent his arrest. 
A Roman garrison was stationed in the city, and, if tradition 
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may be relied on, the regular strength of the garrison in the 
tower of Antonia was reinforced at the time of the Passover, 
and the procurator himself came up from Caesarea. 

It would seem that the latter was Pontius Pilate. We know 
that he governed the province from 26 to 36, but our informa- 
tion concerning him is scanty.1. He seems to have been a fairly 
good example of the Roman ollicial, strict, serupulous and well- 
disposed, confronted by a people whom he never understood, 
and who were, in consequence, distasteful to him. All his 
actions, however good their intentions, were always misinter- 
preted by those whom he governed, hence itis not. surprising 
that he disliked them. He has been unfortunate in having 
been involved in the events of the Passion, for both Christians 
and Jews have united to denounce him. Aceording to Philo,* 
Agrippa I told Caligula that he was “a man of unbending 
disposition, merciless and determined " (nj gto dxaym}s, 
xde peta tod avOddovs apéthixros); he attributed to him all 
the vices of a bad ruler: corruption, violence, abuse of power, 
tyrannical oppression, illegal exccutions, cruelty, cte. Such 
statements are merely the amenities of controversy, and im- 
possible to substantia: The Jews related stories of him which 
sufficiently explain their feelings. They told how, under cover 
of night, the procurator, in violation of Jewish custom, had on 
a certain occasion brought the Roman ensigns, abhorred be- 
cause they bore images, into the Holy City.2 An angry demon- 
stration of the populace in front of his house in Caesarea had 
been roughly dispersed. Upon another occasion, wishing to 
construct an aqueduct, and being short of moncy, he had 
“ borrowed "' from the Temple treasury, considering that the 
future beneficiarics might contribute from their resources to- 
wards a work of public utility. A fresh demonstration and 
further brutalities on the part of the police followed. On 
several of these occasions Pilate may well have been in the 
right, since we only hear the Jewish side of the case ; but he 
was undoubtedly a man who would stand no nonsense, believed 
in strong-arm methods, and feared the hysteria of those whom 
he governed. He was certainly kecping a watchful eye on 
Messianic tendencies, nor would the priests have allowed him 
to wink at them even if he had heen so inclined. Hence there 
was not the slightest likclihoed that such a man, especially 



































2 XXIX, i, 488 9. On the various contemporary references to him, 
of. XXIV, i, 202. 

* Leg. ad. Catum, 38. 

* Josephus, Ant., 18, 3, 1; B.l., 2, 9, 2. 

‘Josephus, Ant. 18, 8,2; BJ., 2, 0, 4. 
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on the occasion of one of the great feasts, when he knew popular 
feeling was capable of getting out of hand, would have dealt 
lenientiy towards a public or even a purely personal demon- 
stration which might have given him the smallest anxiety. 

Hence, at Jerusalem, Jesus encountered the worst possible 
conditions, not merely for the success of any movement, but 
even for initiating one. He must have been aware of this, but 
no doubt his mind had ceased to move in the sphere of human 
contingencies, It has been said } that he came with the inten- 
tion of foreing the issue by appealing directly to the population 
of the Holy City. He must have been unusually simple-minded 
to have done so, since the Jews had no greater reason for 
believing in him than had the Galileans. The real reason must 
have been that he was expecting a crowning miracle, a state 
of mind which would take no heed of human obstacles in his 
path, We may repeat that it is unlikely that he came up to 
Jerusalem in the spirit attributed to him by Luke xiii, 38; 
“ Nevertheless IT must walk today, and tomorrow, and the day 
following : for it cannot be that a prophet perish out of Jeru- 
salem,” with the purpose of vindicating his mission by his 
death. And even if it is possible, it till less likely that he 
thought that death was the precise object of his mission, and 
that he had deliberately determined to fulfil the prophecies.? 
Such explanations of his purpose arc merely prophecies after 
the event, invented to suit the later view of his person. To 
attribute them to Jesus is to explain him by Paul. 

According to the traditional account the Nazarene did not 
stay at Jerusalem but at Bethany, and only came in to Jerusalem 
during the day. This is explained as due to precaution, in 
order that. he might thus be safe from an attempt on his person 
which his cnemies would not risk in the daytime, in the midst 
of the people, But our sources give no indication that the 
populace were inclined to act as the bodyguard of the prophet ; 
and it would have been perfectly easy to take him by night in 
his hiding-place, in the absence of the people. It is, however, 
onable to suppose that the tradition has preserved a reminis- 
cence of a stay at Bethany, and it is relevant to point out that 
the striking story of the cursing of the fig-tree (Mark ii. 12-14 
and 19-25) requires that Jesus should have gone out of the 
city at least twice. 

The tradition which Mark preserves has assigned to Jeru- 
salem some of the most important of the teachings of Jesus. 
There is the teaching arising out of the cursing of the barren 
fig-tree (Israel), concerning the faith which removes mountains 

) COXVI, 50. *COLVIL, 156. ¢f. CIV, 375. *LXIV, 
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(Mark ii. 19-25); the teaching which Jesus derives, by one of 
his familiar counter-attacks, from the question put to him by 
the priests conecrning the authority by which he acted (Mark 
ii, 27-88); the parable, or rather the allegory, of the Wicked 
Husbandmen, clearly signifying the exclusion of Isract from the 
Kingdom, to which is appended a quotation from Psalm exviii. 
22-8 in order to indicate the desti of the Son, rejected and 
slain by the wicked husbandmen : he should become the corner- 
stone of the temple which God would build, passing by the 
people of his former choice who no longer understood him 
(xii. 1-12); the teaching concc the tributé and the obliga- 
tion of rendering to Cresar the things which are Casar's and 
to God the things which are God! 3 the teaching 
arising out of the question of the who say there 
is no resurrection,” relating to the marital relations of the risen 
(xii. 18-27); that concerning the at commandment of love 
to God and to one’s neighbour ( 28-84); concerning the 
supposed Davidie descent of the Messiah, in opposition to the 
seribes and Pharisees (xii. 85-40); the teaching concerning the 
value of almsgiving, arising out of the incident of the widow's 
offering at the Temple treasury (xii. 41-4); finully, the teach- 
ing concerning the last things occupying the whole of chapter 
xiii. The evidence suggests that most of this teaching cannot 
be attributed to Jesus, and reflects the point of view of the 
apostolic generation.’ The genuineness of their arrangement 
cannot be defended, but whoever brought the material together 
did so with a definite purpose in view: he wished to present 
those conceptions which he ded as fundamental for him- 
self and for the Church of hi: as a kind of last testament 
of the Lord, serving also, as was the intention of the Evangelist, 
for a catechctical outline. While it is possible that the Nazarene 
may have preached in Jerusalem, we do not know whether he 
actually did so.?_ In any case the utterances attributed to him 
by the so-called tradition have probably no relation to what 
he might have said. 

Leaving on one side those episedcs which only serve as 4 
setting for the teaching, and which possess, undoubtedly, no 
other reality, such as the cursing of the fig-tree, and the widow's 
mite, there remain three important cpisudes which vecur before 
the beginning of the drama of the Passion, viz. the purging of 
the Temple, the feast and the anointing in the house of Simon 
the Leper, and the Last Supper. 


1 For instance, the Cursing of the Fig-tree, the parable of the Hus- 
bandmen (cf. COXV, 885 f7.); the Apocalypse in ch. xi 
1 Cf. CLYI-a, 386 7. 
a EE 
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pins 
Tne Cuter Events 


(1) It may be admitted that the purging of the Temple 
(Mark ii, 15 ff.) is linkcd up with the Messianic entry; two 
episodes which are usually accepted or rejected together. The 
narrative runs: “And they come to Jerusalem: and Jesus 
went into the temple, and began to cast out them that sold 
and bought in the temple, and overthrew the tables of the 
moncy-changers, and the scats of them that sold doves: and 
would not suffer that any mun carry any vessel through the 
temple, And he taught, saying unto them, Is it not written, 
My house shall be called of all nations the house of prayer ? 
but ye have made it a den of thieves.” # 

In certain cases, specified by the Torah (Lev. xii. 85 xiv. 
22), worshippers at the Temple could bring an offering of doves. 
In the court called the Court of the Gentiles, they would find 
vendors of these birds, together with moncy-changers who 
would give the Jews of the Diaspora clean moncy for the pay- 
ment of the Temple tax (Exod. xxx. 18 ff.). All these mer- 
chants tried to rob the pilgrim, who naturally protested, and 
the resulting seene was neither edifying nor in keeping with 
its surroundings. The priests winked at these proceedings, 
since for them it was, however annoying, a proof that the faith 
of Israel still lived, 

Hence the setting of the incident is perfectly appropriate ; 
but, in addition to the two passuges from Isaiah and Jeremiah 
actually quoted, it has been suspected, not without reason, that 
the ineident reflects the influence of Zechariah xiv, 213 and 
Malachi iii. 1 ff‘ This of itself would give rise to doubts ; 
morcover, it is hard to believe that such a disturbance could 
fail to result in unpleasant consequences for Jesus. This con- 
sideration has clearly occurred to the redactor, since he im- 
mediately adds (xi. 18) that the chief priests and scribes who 
witnessed the proceedings, sought to destroy him but dared 
not take action because they were afraid of him (épofotvro 
ydg atrdv) and feared the people who were astonished at his 

1 Ysu. Ivi. 7, literal quotation from the LXX. 

* Reminiscence of Jer. vii. 11. 

*" In that day there shall be no more merchants in the temple of the 
Lord of Hosts.” 

+“ Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way 
before me: and the Lord, whom ye seek, shall come to his temple, even 
the messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in. ... Iho shalt stand 
when he appearcth? ... He shall purify the sons of Levi.” 
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teaching (tj d4azq atrsv). Of course the Evangelist had no 
knowledge of such feelings, he merely invents them. 

It is also extremely likely that the whole cpisode was in- 
vented, and is nothing more than a dramatization of the 
Messianic expectation, a fulfilment of prophecies adapted to 
the purpose of symbolic instruction? It is not irrelevant to 
remark that the redactor has introduced the incident between 
the two halves of the story of the harren fig-tree, symbolizing 
Jewish unbelief. In fact, the two sections supplement one 
another: in the judgment of the Christian writer both the 
worship of Isracl and her sp alike merit rejection. [tis 
difficult to attribute sueh a point of view to Jesus, But, in 
reality, it is not with Jesus and the original Gospel that we 
are dealing, but with the horizon of the Gospel writer, From 
this conclusion, to which we are brought at the outset, it will 
be hard to escape during our examination of the narrative of 
the activities of the Nazarene at. Jerusalem, 

(2) The anointing at Bethany is inserted nto the narrative 
of the Last Supper, inasmuch as it is prefaced by the words 
(Mark xiv. 1): “ After two days was the feast of the Passover, 
and of unleayvened bread : and the chief priests and the seribes 
sought how they might take him by craft, and put him to death, 
But they said, Not on the feast day, lest there be an uproar of 
the people.” 

the first indication of the end closes the discourses : it is 
almost brutally stated in Matthew xxvi. 1: ‘ And it came to 
pass, when Jesus had finished ull these sayings, he said unto 
his disciples, Ye know that after two days is the feast of the 
Passover, and the Son of Man is betrayed to be crucified.” 

Words are now to be replaced by deeds to bring about the 
ultimate fulfilment. The second quotation raises again the 
historical problem which has already confronted us more than 
once, of how the Gospel writer could have known what he has 
set down. In Matthew xxvi. 1 ff. the statement of Mark is 
transformed into romance by the addition of elements which 
wear a false guise of accuracy but involve contradictions. Luke 
(xxii. 1-2) feeling the danger, doubtless, of over-precision, con~ 
fines himself to a brief indication of the hostile designs of the 
chief priests and scribes. Hence we are not dealing with a 
genuine reminiscence, but merely with an inference post eventum 
drawn from the event itself. 

While his enemies were laying their plans, Jesus is supposed 

1 Goguel (CLVI-a, $99) would see in the incident an attempt to 
dramatize a saying of Jesus protesting against the presence of merchants 
in the Temple, but this view is pure hypothesis. 
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to have announced his death and approaching burial, for this 
is the meaning of the anointing at Bethany. During the supper 
in the house of Simon the Leper, a woman comes in and pours 
precious ointment over his head. Some of those present regard 
her act as a needicss waste, but the Master rebukes them and 
praises the lovely deed of the woman (xadév Epyor). He adds: 
“ She is come beforehand to anoint my body to the burying.” * 
Luke vii. 36 ff. makes the incident take place in Galilee, in the 
house of a Pharisee, also named Simon, who refuses to believe 
in the mission of Jesus, because, so he thinks, the prophet has 
fuiled tv recognize that the woman who has anointed his feet 
and wiped them with her hair is a notorious sinner. The 
Master utilizes the occasion to extol the saving efficacy of the 
love which the humility of the unfortunate woman has so 
strikingly exemplified. Conservative critics naturally deny 
that the two incidents are the same ; but Luke himself refutes 
them by omitting the anointing at Bethany. We may well 
believe that he is nearer to the original source of the tradition 
which has preserved the cpisode, and that Mark followed by 
Matthew has displaced it and interpreted it in harmony wit! 
his own purpose.* It furnishes a good example, and a disturb- 
ing one, of the freedom with which the redactors have treated 
the traditional material. 

According to the point of view of the Synoptic tradition, 
it was the members of the priestly and the scholastic orders 
who put an end to the career of Jesus, because they could no 
longer endure cither his teaching or his person. After the 
purging of the Temple, they determined to destroy him but 
they were afraid of the people “ because all the people was 
astonished at his doctrine '’ (Mark ii. 18). Moreover, if we 
may believe the Gospel writers, he did all that he could to 
irritate them: he told them the parable of the Wicked Hus- 
bandmen, who rebelled against their Master (Mark xii. 1-2) ; 
he replied to their carping questions in a manner calculated 
to excite their hostility (Mark xii. 18-17); he broke a lance 
with the Sadducees over the question of the resurrection, and 


The Synoptic Gospels do not know the name of this woman. 
Christian legend, here completely inconsistent, arrives at Mary Magda- 
lene by combining this passage with John xii. 8, which calls her Mary, 
Luke vii. 36 ff, which attributes the ancinting to a woman that was a 
sinner, and Luke viii. 2, which includes a Mary of Magdala out of whom 
Jesua had cast seven devils, among the women who had accompanied 
him in Galiice. 

* CV, 301 f.; CVIL, 200. LXXXVL, 160, rightly points out that the 
ineldent is foreign to Mark’s scheme of the Passion, since it breaks 
the eequence between Mark xiv. 2 and xiv. 10. 
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concluded with words: “ Ye do greatly err (Mark xii. 18- 
27); he clashed with the scribes on the question of the Davidie 
descent of the Messiah (Mark xii. 85-7); he even attacked 
them directly and held them up to derision with the words ; 
“ Beware of the scribes, which love to go in long clothing, and 
love salutations in the market-places, and the chief seats in 
the synagogues, and the uppermost rooms at feasts: which 
devour widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayers : 
these shall receive greater damnation” (Mark xii. 88-40). 

It is obvious that all these conflicts, born of the hostility 
towards the Jews in the mind of the Evangelist, on account 
of their social position or their culture, are wholly fictitious, 
at least, so far as their locality is concerned. Their only pur- 
pose is to explain the source of that. alliance between the various 
elements of Jewish society which led to the death of Jesus. 
Three times, like a refrain, occurs the statement that the chief 
priests and the scribes sought how they might take him and 
put him to death (Mark ii. 18; xii. 12; xiv. 1). It is a serious 
matter to kill a man for the words which the Nazarene is sup- 
posed to have uttered; but the Evangelist knew that Jesus 
was actually put to death. In his time the most formidable 
enemies of the Christian faith were the Jewish rabbis; hence 
he does his best to make the hatred of the ancestors of these 
people against the Lord scem probable. Moreover, the sym- 
pathy of the crowd, as we shal! go on to prove, is equally 
fictitious. 


Iv 
Tue CHronotocicaL Proptem 


For the present ict us aceept the statement of the Gospel 
writer that a conspiracy was being hatched. The episodes 
which lead us to Calvary seem to follow one another in an 
orderly sequence and with an accurate chronology. Unfortu- 
nately, a a choete examination of the sources shows that, even if 
we neglect the contradictions between John and the Synoptics, 
and confine ourselves to the latter, the apparent sequence is 
purely artificial, and that actually, not only in Matthew and 
Luke, but already in Mark,’ different traditions intermingle or 
overlie one another. We have already noticed the contradic- 
tion between xiv. 1 (“After two days was the feast of the pass- 
over, and of unleavened bread”) and xiv. 12 (‘‘ And the first day 
of unleavened bread, when they killed the passover”’). Chapter 

+ CIM, ii, 469; LXXXV, 283. 
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xiv, as a whole seems to be drawn from two sources,’ the one 
relating to the preparation, and the other to the supper; the 
first, which is the later of the two, is occupied with the Paschal 
character of the Supper; to the other and earlier source this 
conception is forcign. Broadly speaking, it seems probable 
that Mark, in the composition of his narrative, has utilized 
fragments based upon different chronological systems, that is, 
upon two traditions, one of which placed the death of Jesus 
before the Passover, and the other after it. The former of these 
two traditions occupies the principal place in the Marcan 
redaction; but the traces of the other are to be seen in the 
account of the preparation of the Paschal meal (xiv. 12 f.) and 
in the introduction to the prediction of the denial of Peter 
(xiv, 26: the singing of the Hallel). The first source placed 
the Supper on Thursday, the 18th of Nisan, and the death of 
Jesus on Friday, the 14th, before the Passover ; the second gave 
the 14th as the date of the Supper, now become the Paschal 
meal, and the 15th as the day of the death of Jesus.* 

It would also appcar probable that the arrangement of Holy 
Week, that is, the sequence of days from Palm Sunday to 
Easter Sunday as given by Mark, is not primitive, and was 
not known to the earliest tradition. The length of the stay 
of Jesus remained uncertain, and tradition tended to make it 
longer than a week.? This seems to be implied in the saying 
of Matthew xxiii, 37: “O Jerusalem .. . how often would 
1 have gathered thy children together ?”” also, that in Mark 

49: “Twas daily with you in the Temple teaching,” and 
ng in Mark xiv. 19: “ And when the evening was come 
they used to Jeave the city." This thrice repeated statement, 
retained hy Luke xiii. 84; xix. 47; xxi. 87, attests either a 
customary action on the part of Jesus, or the uncertainty of 
the apostolic memories. Beneath these memories, or at least, 
beneath the information of the Gospel writers, there lie, perhaps, 
only these two simple statements ; (1) Jesus came up to Jeru- 
salem and dicd there; (2) Jesus rose again, Hence, in order 
to work these two facts into a single narrative, they started 
with the Resurrection and, tracing the events backwards,‘ upon 
the probable hypothesis of a bricf visit to Jerusalem ® they 

1 CCVII, 24. * COVE, 2: 

+ CXXVII, 93,7. Goguel (CLYI-a, 340) brings Jesus up to Jeru- 
salem in September or October. His reasons, based on the passages 
here discussed, are not convincing. 

*OV, 478; XCVIN, 92. 

* There is a difference of opinion among the critics on this point. 
For instance, Kd. Meyer reduces the stay to four days (XXIV, i, 168), 
while Goguel (CLVI, 255f.; CLVI-c, 384 ff.) thinks that a week does 
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fitted the story of the Master’s last days into the pattern of 
Holy Weck. Unfortunately, as we shall shortly see, the date 
of the Resurrection involved difficulties, and it is to be feared 
that the earliest tradition ignored the point. Sunday was 
selected as the day of the Resurrection because, at a very carly 
date, and for reasons wholly unconnected with historical fact * 
or with actual reminiscence, that day, as the day of the risen 
and glorified Lord (xvg:ax?j), came to be regarded as the only 
possible day of the Resurrection. Moreover, the ground for 
this development was already prepared by religious custom, 
whose needs and suggestions determined the entire chronology 
of Holy Week. In all probability the Gospel writer was only 
concerned with the religious aspect of this sequence of events 
in time, 

Bearing this in mind, it is casy to explain the insuperable 
divergence which appears between the Synoptic chronulogical 
scheme of the events of the Passion and the Johannine scheme, 
while admitting that the former is lacking in clearr and 
coherence, This lack is due to the fact that, taking the Sunday 
of the Resurrection as a starting-point, it was possihle to 
arrange the events in various ways. For instance, the prophetic 
references, which we shall shortly examine, made it. necessary 
that Jesus should be in the grave for three days, or until the 
third day. If the first form of expression was to be taken 
literally, it was necessary to take the Crucifixion back to Thurs- 
day and reckon the three days as Thursday, Friday, Saturday. 
If the second expression were taken us the basis of the ealeu- 
lation, then the death would be assigned to Friday and the 
sequence would be counted as Friday, Saturday, Sunday morn- 
ing. Clearly, no consideration of historical exactitude entered 
into the controversy. For the system which finally prevailed 
inthe Synoptic Gospels and established the Supper as a Paschal 
meal, could only do so in violation of historical fact and even 
of Jewish custom, since the latter could never have adinitted 
of a trial and execution on the day of the Passover.* 

If we turn for a moment to the Johannine chronology, a 
divergence from the Synoptic tradition immediately presents 
itself, giving us a glimpse into the processes by which the Gospel 
writers reached their appcarance of chronological exactitude. 














not allow sufficient time for the drama of the Passion to develop. The 
fuct is that we are not on the plane of reulity, und such calculations ure 
futile. 

1 XXIV, i, 170. 

+ All the commentators insist on this point. Cf. CCVIL, 24f.; 
CVI, 200. 
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The Johannine narrative * begins with the arrival at Bethany 
and the anointing, which are placed “ six days before the Pass- 
over’ (xii. 1; 2gé && ‘pegdv tod xdoza). The last supper 
takes place on Thursday evening, before the feast (xiii. 1: 26 
dé tis eogtiig tod xdaya), so that, when those who arc at the 
table see Judas go out, they suppose that as treasurer of their 
little company he has gone to buy what is needed for the Pass- 
29: els rv opti). The trial is on Friday, and 
28 describes the Jews as refusing to enter Pilate’s 
pretorium for fear of detiling themselves and thus being pre- 
vented from eating the Passover in the evening. Moreover, 
when Pilate presents Jesus to the people we are told that “ it 
was the Preparation of the Passover, and about the sixth hour ”’ 
(xix. 14). Apart from these indications of the course of events, 
the Johannine chronology remains indeterminate. The Holy 
Weck of the Fourth Gospel, if it is a weck, abounds in discourses. 
but. is lacking in facts. The Gospel editor conforms to his usual 
practice and only records that which intcrests him and accords 
with the plan of his narrative. In his case the plan was to 
give a symbolic significance to his chronology and especially 
to draw out the parallel between the death of the Lord and 
the sacrifice of the Paschal Jamb. Jesus is the Lamb of God 
(John i, 29), and he must die at the precise moment appointed 
by the Law for the slaughter of the Passover lamb, This is 
why the Johannine Jesus dies, not at three in the afternoon 
as the Synoptists have it,* but towards evening. The sym- 
bolism implied by the whole scene is pointed by the Evangelist 
himself when he notes that ( 86) they did not break the 
legs of Jesus after he was dead, in order that the saying of the 
Scripture might be fulfilled: “A bone of him shall not be 
broken,” 3 a text which refers to the Passover lamb. A little 
further on (xix. 41), the Evangelist remarks that the body of 
Jesus was laid in a tomb in the very scene of his execution, 
thus fulfilling the requirement of the Torah (Exod. xii. 46) which 
prescribed that the lamb should be killed and eaten in the same 
place.4 Henec it is waste of time to discuss the question 
























1 CCV, 27 7. 

* Mark xv, 25, 84, 34, assigns the placing on the cross to the third 
hour (9 in the morning), the darkness to the sixth hour (midday) and 
the death to the ninth hour (3 o’c.). John places the condemnation 
about the sixth hour (midday) and, since the period of suffering in 
hia account seems to have the same duration as in Mark, the death 
must have taken place about six in the evening. Cf. CXXVII (i), 
869. 

* Exod. xii. 46; of. Num. ix. 12, and Ps, xxxiv. 21. 

* CXXVI (i), 892. 
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whether the date of John is more reliable than that of Mark : + 
it was arrived at, not by following a more or less historical 
tradition, but under the influence of a symbolism which the 
author of the Fourth Gospel did not invent, since he found it 
already existing in Paul (1 Cor. v. 7): “ Christ, our Passover, 
is sacrificed for us."* All that can be said about it is that it 
is carlier than the Synoptic date, because of its agreement with 
the ideas of Paul and with Jewish custom.” 

It. is equally useless to attempt to reconcile the two dates,® 
for only definite historical evidence can cither reconcile them 
or prove their incompatibility, and that is not available : Mark, 
equally with John, is preoccupied only with symbolic and 
liturgical considerations. The sources do not tell us what their 
editors knew, but only what they believed, nor did they always 
believe the same thing. There is reason to fear that they did 
not know anything at all, first, because they only began to be 
interested in the question of the date at a time when knowledge 
was no longer possible ; secondly, because it docs not appear 
that they sought to know, but merely to understand and to 
explain. Their one object was to understand, to explain and 
to vindicate the symbols and the creda) implications of the 
ritual system which had developed in their midst. 

The Marcan editor would seem to have regarded the sequence 
of events in Holy Weck as follows: Sunday, pal and the 
entry into Jerusalem; Monday, the cursing of the fig-tree and 
the cleansing of the Temple ; Tucsday, disputations and dis- 
courses in the Temple ; Wednesday, the anointing at Bethany 
and the betrayal by Judas; Thursday, the preparations for 
the Supper and the Supper itself; Friday, the trial and cruci- 
fixion ; Saturday, Jesus is in the tomb; Sunday, the Resur- 
rection.® But this order is only arrived at at the cost of coming 
to a decision on certain doubtful points. For instance, Mark 
xiv. 1 says, “ After two days was the Passover and the Feast 
of Unleavened Bread” (neta dto yyégus): this is his date for 
the anointing at Bethany. We are then faced by the quertion 
of the interpretation of the words “after two days.” They 
may mean “the day after tomorrow,” or “tomorrow,” and 
in this connexion it should be noted that Mark, in referring 
to the Resurrection, understands the phrase “ after three days,” 
as if it mcant “on the third day,” hence, in two days. By 




















1 OVI, i, 308. * CXXVI! (ii), 405; CV, 390. Cy. CXIV. 106. 

* LXL, ii, 516. Cf. IX, i, 288, n. 3, and CVII, i, 814, which 
examines various recent theories. 

‘Bertram, Die Leidengeschichte Jesus und der Christuskult, 1922. 

*XCVO, 1249.; CI, 431. 
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accepting one or other of these interpretations it is possible 
to arrive at two conflicting chronological schemes.? 

It would be useless to cnter into a further discussion of the 
chronological diserepancy between Mark and John, 8 divergence 
out of which arose the long-drawn Quartodeciman controversy 
which troubled the carly Church. The Quartedecimans, who 
were mainly Asiatic Christians, assigned the death of Jesus to 
the 14th of Nisan, following John; while their opponents held 
to the 15th, the Synoptic date, which ultimately prevailed. 

Tn reality we know nothi pout the date of the exceution 
of Jesus. If it is possible, or if we stretch the point, probable, 
that the prophet came to Jerusalem for the Passover and was 
crucified on one of the days of the Feast,? it is neither impos- 
sible nor even improbable that this point of time was chosen 
for the date of his death on purely mystical grounds, such as 
the fulfilment of the symbolism of the Paschal lamb, or for some 
other obscure reason of the same kind.? In this case the 
conflict. between the divergent chronologies of Holy Week will 
correspond to “ritual differences in the observation and the 
interpretation of the Mystery.” 4 

The divergence between the traditions appears still more 
serious when we attempt to determine from them the year of 
the death of Jesus. The reasonable view that the Nazarene 
was condemned by Pilate, on the supposition that, in all proba- 
bility, the latter was governor of Juda from 26 to 36, is satistied 
to place the Crucifixion somewhere between these two dates, 
At the most, such a view, with the help of somewhat doubtful 
syuchronisms, such as the conversion of Paul, the date of which 
is itself far from certain.® may attempt to urrive at a more 
satisfactory precision.¢ ‘Phe Church of the sixth century was 
much better informed on this cardinal point than the Church 
of the first century, an inercase of knowledge whieh is rather 
suspicious.?. Now while the Synoptic narrative suggests a date 
shortly before or after 80, the mention of Pilate is the only 

1 For this interpre h disputed—of pera do suégas, of. 
CU; XCVIII: CV: Cl, ad foc. : CCVIL, 22; cva, i, 309 ff. 

‘CLVI-a, 414 * CLEI, $41. Toxxvir 

*OOLX. 2. The attempt hus been made to discover on what 
dates the 14th or 15th of Nisun fell on a Friday (¢f. EB, art. Chronology, 
sec. $5); it has been found that in 80 the 14th of Nisan fell on Friday, 
April the 7th, and in 83 on Friduy, April the 3rd; the 15th of Nisan 
would fall on no Friday between 26 and 35; but it is a question whether 
we are limited to Fri , and how much reliance should be placed 
upon the very uncertain Jewish calendar. Cf. CI, 840. 

* Cf. GLEXVI, 611 9.; CLXXY, 103. 

‘ OCXCH, iii, 22; Von Dobschutz, in Tezte und Unters, XI, i, 
188 ff., gives the passages. 
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guarantee of this datc, a guarantee which may itself be none 
too well-founded. For it is evidently possible that his name 
may have found its way into the Marcan tradition for a similar 
reason to that which led Luke to select Quirinus, namely, that 
he was a well-known figure and was in bad odour among the 
Jews, Be that as it may, there were Christian circles where 
the death of Jesus was placed as carly as 21, We learn this 
from Eusebius (//.E., i. 9, 3 ff.), who quotes a treatise “ reeently 
published,” entitled Memoirs of the Saviour (tot awrijpos syuby 
Snoprjuata). It has been supposed that he was referring to 
a pseudepigraphical work otherwise known asthe dets of Pilate. 
On the other hand, Ireneus, in his Demonstratio apostolice 
predicationis, an Armenian translation of which was recently 
discovered, describes Pilate as the “ procurator of Claudius 
Cesar” (Dem., Ixxiv). The reference must be to Claudius, who 
was emperor from 41 to 54. While it is possible that Irengcus 
may have confused him with Tiberius (Tiberius Claudius Nero), 
it does not scem likely, because we know from another of his 
works (Her., xxii, 22, 5) that Irenus placed the death of Jesus 
in @iatem seniorem, t.c. between 40 and 50, as an inference from 
John viii. 57, where the Jews are represented as saying, ‘ Thou 
art not yct 50 years old, and hast thou seen Abraham? "? 
Others placed the birth of the Lord in 9, and his death in 58, 
under Nero.? 

In other words, the death of Jesus involves us in the same 
uncertaintics as his birth. Here and there writers were found 
sufficiently venturous to attempt the task of supplementing the 
lack of accurate information by guesswork, but their attempts 
only bear witness to the ignorance of the earliest Christian 
generations. They do not set our fect upon historical ground ; 
we do not know, because the Gospel writers did not know cither, 
An apologist was not concerned with chronological accuracy. 
The truth which rests on expericnce takes no account. of time. 

Altogether, the Synoptic narrative of the stay of Jesus at 
Jerusalem gives us @ gencral impression of emptiness, an impres- 
sion which is not diminished by the padding of the discourses, 
but rather increased. The tradition has retained hardly any- 
thing; possibly it had never contained much, and, after all, 
perhaps there was not much to be known. 

1On the same text is based the statement of John Chrysostom, 
Homil., 54, that Jesus was about forty years old at the time of hiv 
death. 

* Passus est X. Kal. apr. Nerone I1] et Valerio Measala cons. {Anony- 
mous writing of the nineteenth century based upon Alexander of Jeru- 
salem. The Byzantine chronicler Syncellus would support this date.) 
Text in CCO, I, ii, 161 f., and XZ (ii), ii, 5067. 

















CHAPTER II 
THE LAST SUPPER * 


N the Synoptic account of the Last Supper, where Christ is 
described as having performed acts and uttered words which 
still constitute the life of the religion that took its rise from him, 
it is necessary to distinguish two periods, separated by the 
announcement of the understanding arrived at between Judas 
the betraycr and the Jewish conspirators : (1) the preparations 
for the Supper; (2) the Supper itself. The betrayal of Judas 
will be passed over for the present. 





Tue PREPARATION OF THE SUPPER 


According to Mark xiv. 12-17, the preparation took place 
on the day when the Passover lamb which was to be eaten in 
the evening was slain; the disciples ask him where he intends 
to cat the Passover, and he sends two of them into the city: 
he tells them that they will mect a man carrying a pitcher of 
water, and, in the house which he enters, they are to tell the 
mastcr of the house to show them the room where the Master 
and his disciples will cat the Passover. He will show them 6 
Jarye upper room where they are to make ready the Passover. 
Everything happens as Jesus had said, and when the evening 
has come he arrives with the Twelve.? | The figure envisaged 
by the Marcan editor is not Jesus the Nazarene, but the omnis- 
cient and omnipotent Lord ; the account, utterly improbable, 


1The bibliography ix immense. The reader must be referred to 
the principal commentaries for a study of the passages in question ; 
CCVI, Ist purt; CXCIX and CCLXXIX, ch. xiii, for the present state 
of the problem and the proposed solutions ; Hauck, RE, art. Abendmahl, 
for the carlier bibliography (1926). 

«The reader will observe the curious verbal resemblance between 
the directions of Jesus given here for the preparation of the Passover, 
and those which he is snid to have given in Mark xi. for the preparation 
for the Messianic entry. The outlook is the same, and the redactor 
sects to have repeated himself deliberately. CY. LEXXVI, 159. 
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aims at and attains no other purpose but edification. Neverthe- 
less, though Luke follows the Marcan story, it is too much for 
Matthew (xxvi. 17 f.), who has cut out the whole of the carefully 
staged prophetic setting and merely makes Jesus say: “Go 
into the city, to such and such a one (agd¢ td deiva) and say to 
him... .” 

The Marcan account is clearly intended to emphasize the 
Paschal character of the Supper. We shall attempt to elucidate 
its presuppositions. But first of all we must realize the incon- 
sistencies into which we are plunged by the passage. We read, 
in xiv. 1, that there are still two days before the Passover, 
while in verse 12, although nuthing has happened except the 
anointing, which accounts for no appreciable interval of time, 
we have already arrived at the Passover ; ' that is to say, the 
morning of the day on which the lamb is eaten, the 14th of 
Nisan. Furthermore, in xiv. 2, the pricsts have said that they 
will not arrest Jesus on the feast-day, which is exactly what 
they are about to do, Orthodox commentators have made 
desperate efforts to preserve the Paschal character with which 
Mark has invested the Supper. They tell us, for instance, that 
Jesus might have kept the feast a day ahead of the proper date ;* 
a useless expedient, for the clear and immediate purpose of the 
editor is to convince us that we are dealing with the actual 
morning of the day of the legal celebration of the Passover. 
Hence, in the view of unbiassed critics, there is no question of a 
Paschal meal, and it is even urged that the Supper is only an 
artificial doublet of the supper at which the anointing took 
place, a doublet clearly arising from the desire to represent the 
Last Supper as a Paschal meal.* 

Let us return to the Jewish setting. According to common 
belief the Passover was in commemoration of the sacrifice 
performed by the Israclites on the eve of their Exodus from 
Egypt. The main lines upon which the ritual was conducted 
were laid down in the Torah.* Many details had been added 
by the Rabbis, and have been codified in the Talmudic tractate 
Pesachim. The feast began on the evening of the 14th of 
Nisan,* which was, for the Jews, the beginning of the 15th. 
In the same way as the Friday of cach week is the parasceve, 
fe. the preparation, for the Sabbath, so the 14th was the 
parasceve of the Passover: on that day were completed the 
preparations which were legally begun on the 10th of Nisan. 


1 GXIV, 110; CL, 848 acknow! the difficulty. *CI; OXCT, 84. 
*- XXIV, i, 177, and CIN; 3 CVI, i, ad loc. 

<-Eaed- xii. 1-20; xiii. 1-26; Lev. xxiii. 5-7; Num. ix. 

EB, art. Passover ; Cyl, 61g; CCLEXIX, ‘aut. 
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The lamb was slain which was to be completely consumed 
during the night. Limiting ourselves to the details which con- 
cern us, the Paschal meal consisted of the lamb, together with 
bitter herbs and unleavened bread ; four cups were drunk by 
each participant, in memory, it was said, of the four words used 
to describe the deliverance of Israel in the narrative of the 
Exodus from Egypt. The first cup was drunk when the guests 
took their places at the table : it was prefaced by a eucharistia, 
{both a thanksgiving and a bi z), on the wine, and a second 
‘on the feast as a whole. Then it was the duty of the eldest son 
to ask for an explanation of the meaning of the ceremony, and 
the head of the house would reply with a discourse on the 
sufferings of Isracl and her deliverance by Jahweh. Then the 
second cup was drunk, and the first part of the Hallel (Ps. exiii.— 
known as the Egyptian Hallel, was sung. The supper 
self was then partaken of, followed by the third cup, the 
ing of the meal, and the fourth cup ; the proceedings were 

erminated by singing the rest of the Hallel. It is obvious that 
individual custom or special circumstances might introduce 
minor changes into this general arrangement, but the details 
remained the same. It is only necessary to read the account 
in Mark to sce that, apart from the final hymn (xiv. 26; xat 
tyrjaavtes), which may correspond to the Hallel, there is 
not a single feature of the prescribed Passover ritual in the 
account. There is no mention of the lamb, which is the more 
surprising since it might have been expected that some parallel 
would have been drawn between the slaying of the victim and 
the act which Jesus is supposed to have accomplished ; there 
is no mention of the bitter herbs nor of the four cups. The only 
feature of the Passover is, strangely enough, associated with 
the bread, which is not, so far as we know, unleavened.? 

Luke, evidently troubled by so many inconsistencies, has 
in some respects corrected his predecessor. He has been careful 
to point out (xxii. 17) that the Supper begins with the blessing of 
the cup; he has discarded Mark’s embarrassing phrase ‘“‘ while 
they were eating,” and he closes his account (xxii. 20) with the 
mention of a further cup, the fourth ritual cup. These changes 
are not the result of fuller knowledge, but the attempt, however 
imperfect, to arrange the order of events in such a way as to 
preserve the Paschal character of the scene. Even the account 

. EB, art. Hallel. 

4‘ Mark xiv. 22: ‘ And while they were eating, he took bread (Aapiw 
Ggrov), and brake it." "Agtoc means ordinary bread; for the ritual 
bread of the Passover the word zd &uya was used, and Mark himself 
(xiv. 1) designates the feast by this word : “Hy dé x6 x oyu (i.e. the lamb) 
wal vd dupa pete do judoas. 
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of how, after the Supper, the little band of disciples went out 
of Jerusalem (Mark xiv. 26). represents a violation of Jewish 
custom. Obedient to the command given in Exodus xii. 22: 
“ And none of you shall go out of his house until the morning,” 
the Jews were not in the habit of leaving the city during the 
night of the Passover. 

There is, however, a still more serious inconsistency than 
any of those hitherto mentioned : if the Supper was a Paschal 
meal, it would mark the beginning of the great feast of the 14th 
of Nisan, yet it is on this day that Jesus is arrested, tried and 
executed! On this day that Simon the Cyrenian, coming in 
from the country (Mark xv. 21), is compelled to help Jesus in 
carrying his cross! On this day they bought the shroud | 
(Mark xv. 46). Hence legal business was transacted, and work 
was donc, in the face of the explicit injunction of the Torah 
(Num. xxviii, 18), and in spite of the fact that rabbinical clabora- 
tion had extended the prohibition to the afternoon of the 
previous day (Pesachim, iv. 2)! 

The attempt to cscape from these insurmountable difficulties 
by means of quibbles, guesses and equivocations, in order to 
vindicate at all costs the Paschal character of Mark’s account, is 
useless and only leads to further contradictions, The gospel 
writer is not concerned cither with probability, with historical 
facts, or with our difficulties ; his mind is not moving in the 
sphere of history, but in the realm of mystical knowledge and 
ritual symbolism. He is coneerned with the cucharistic customs 
of his environment, whose existence he seeks to validate by 
referring their origin to the Lord.? He is totally uninterested 
in the actual character of the Last Supper, and his whole 
attention, or rather his cffort, is concentrated upon two points + 
(1) Jesus’ announcement of thc fatal betrayal, an announ 
ment which seems perfectly natural to the narrator, since 
Christians of Mark’s time had no doubts concerning the Lord’s 
omniscience ; (2) the report of the words attributed to the Lord 
as establishing the Christian rite of communion (xoirwrlu), the 
rite which united them to their Saviour Lord, and bound them 
together in the bond of brotherhood (déefgct). Even if the 
earliest tradition had retained an exact memory of the last 
scene around the table between Jesus and his disciples, it has 
been overleid and obliterated by the ritual and liturgical 




















* OOXuX, 134 f., has taken extraordinary pains to raixe every 
possible objection against the Paschal Supper. He has only shown how 
far astray it is possible to go with perfectly good intentions. Cy. also 
LXV1, ii, 812, and for the opposite view: CCLEXIX, 212 ff. 

> COCV, 48; LXXXVI, 160 7. 
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considerations which occupied the minds of the generation of 
Christians which Mark represents. 

It is possible that the tradition knew that Jesus died about 
the time of the Passover. This fact, together with the desire 
to connect the institution of the Eucharist with the Last Supper, 
brought about the transformation of the Supper into a Paschal 
meal. Apparently we must find in Paul the beginnings of this 
movement. Paul does not say positively that the Lord’s last 
suppcr was a Paschal meal, but he writes (1 Cor. v. 7): “ Christ is 
our Passover (i.e. our Paschal lamb) ; he has been sacrificed as 
such.” In his mind this involved a theory of redemption, into 
which we cannot enter here, and a special eucharistic symbolism to 
which we shall have occasion to refer later, a symbolism which 
may imply the influence of pagan Mystery cults. It is evident 
that the significance of this symbolism would be enhanced by 
giving a Paschal character to the Last Supper. It has been 
said (J. Réville) that Jesus could not at the same time be the 
lamb and cat it ; but this objection fails ; first, because symbols 
cannot as a rule be so strictly interpreted ; secondly, because the 
Evangelists were careful not to represent the lamb as being on 
the eucharistic table. For the Marcan editor, as the result of 
Pauline influence, as we shall see, the eucharistic ‘* mystery " 
represents the redeeming death of Jesus, and is rightly in place 
in this christianized Paschal meal, since, according to Pauline 
teaching, the eucharist replaces the Jewish Passover, just Jesus 
takes the place of the lamb, Perhaps we can now understand 
why and how the earliest tradition has forsaken whatever it 
may have known concerning this matter, in favour of the 
seemingly Paschal character of the Marcan account. 


II 
Tue PREDICTION OF THE BETRAYAL 


The prediction of the betrayal is given in ambiguous terms 
in Mark xiv. 18-21: ‘* And as they sat and did eat, Jesus said, 
Verily I say unto you, One of you which eateth with me shall 
betray me. And they began to be sorrowful, and to say unto 
him one by one, Is it 1? And he answered and said unto them, 
It is one of the twelve, that dippeth with me in the dish. The 
Son of Man indeed goeth, as it is written of him.” 


1 This does not mean: he who dips his bread af this moment, but 
he who does 80 habitually, one of my companions. On any other inter- 
pretation the incident would become absurd by reason of the inaction 
of the disciples. 
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No answer can be given to the questions which naturally 
arise concerning the presence of Judas, the disciples’ comments, 
and such further developments as must have been inevitable. 
Matthew xxvi. 25 cannot refrain from indicuting Judas as the 
traitor: ‘‘ Then Judas, which betrayed him, answered and said, 
Master, is it 1? He said unto him, Thou hast suid.” And 
Luke xxii. 28 shows us the extreme agitation of the apostles, 
as they ask one another, “ Who is it?" But it is evident that 
we are dealing only with occasional editorial changes here and 
there, representing no additional information. ‘ 
true of the positive assertions of John xii He it is to 
whom I shall give the sop, after having dipped it.” He then 
gives the sop to Judas, “and immediately Satan entered into 
him.” Jesus tells him to go about his business quickly. He 
obeys and gocs out. The rest. are unaware of what is happening ! 

Many futile attempts! have been made to analyse the 
incident from an historical or logical point of view, but it ix 
clear that Mark is writing a sacred story, with scant regard to 
such purely mundane considerations. His main concern is to 
validate the Lord’s forcknowledge and omnipotence, in whieh 
aim he is guided by a prophecy whose fulfilment he feels com- 
pelled to indicate, namely, that contained in Psalm xii, 0: 
“Yea, mine own familiar friend, in whom I trusted, which did 
eat of my bread, hath lifted up his heel against me.” Evidenee 
that Christians had observed this passage is provided hy John 
xiii. 18, where it is quoted: “ I speak not of you all: T know 
whom J have chosen: but that the scripture may be fulfilled, 
He that eateth bread with me hath lifted up his hecl aguinst 
me.” 2 No more striking example could be adduced of the 
complete indifference of the gospel writers to the problems 
which perplex us. It may be remarked that Luke has placed 
the announcement of the betrayal (xxii. 21-8) after “ the institu- 
tion of the Eucharist ” (xxii. 15-20), so that we are shown the 
unspeakable sacrilege of Judas’ participation in the ™ sacra- 
ment ” with the rest of the apostles. Even the theologians have 
been shocked by it. But Luke was far from imagining the 
perturbation which his peculiar treatment of the narrative 
would cause. He was quite unaware of the Jatcr dogmatic 
implications which would be rcad into his account, and was 
accordingly unconscious that he was creating so distressing a 
problem for posterity. 


+ XCI-a, 259; LEXXV, 208; CII, ii, 515; etc. Cf. LEXKXVI, 100. 

* Moreover, John has taken pains to prevent any ambiguity, since in 
vi. 70 ff, he makes Jesus say: “ Have not I chosen you twelve, and one 
of you is a devil. Now, he spake of Judas Iscaviol. 
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But no doubt exists in the minds of orthodox commentators : 
“ Once again Jesus displays his knowledge of the inmost secrets 
of men’s hearts." But such a treatment of the problem merely 
substitutes one question for another. It is true that the pre- 
diction of the betrayal falls into line with the rest of the pre- 
dictions of the Passion, but for that very rcasen it possesses no 
more historical value than we can attach to them. In short, 
the inaccuracy and improbability of the account is to be ex- 
plained by the fact that it rests upon no historical reminiscence. 





bite 
Tue Evcuarist 


During the Supper,? according to Mark’s account (Mark xiv. 
22: “ And while they were cating”), Jesus performed certain 
acts and uttered ccrtain words from which Christian dogmatic 
theology has drawn a wealth of significant conclusions. Not 
only has it found in this scene the institution of the Eucharist, 
the great Christian sacrament of communion, but also its grounds 
of belief in the Redemption, in Transubstantiation, and in the 
Real Presence. The Evangelist can hardly have foreseen these 
consequences, but he was already confronted by the existence 
of a cult whose central rite was the Lord's Supper, a fraternal 
meal partaken of at the Lord’s Table and in his presence. It 
was both natural and inevitable that the institution of this rite 
should be traced back to the Lord himself, and that the Last 
Supper should furnish its fitting occasion, even if the occasion 
itself were not invented for the purpose. Possibly tradition had 
preserved the remembrance of a few weighty sentences uttered 
by Jesus at this juncture, when he could hardly hide from him- 
self the fact that the course of events was turning against him. 
Two remarks arc in place here: (1) In actual historical reality 
Jesus is not aware that he is about to partake of his last meal ; 
(2) grounds for the validation of the Eucharist can be, and have 
been, sought outside the setting of the Supper, since John, who, 
in his account of the Last Supper (xiii. 2 #f.), ignores the institu- 
tion of the Eucharist, attaches it to the story of the miracle of 
the loaves (vi. 11 ff.), and to the discourse on the bread of life 
(vi. 85, 49-51, 58 f.).4 These facts do not seem, at first sight, 


11, 851. 

+ In order to understand the remarks which follow the reader should 
have before him a Synopsis, or at least the text of the Synoptics. 

© Cf. 1 Cor. x. 18 ff. “Cf. CXX, 95; CCVI, 195 9. 
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to support the Marcan account, an impression which is 
heightened by the serious divergences between his account and 
those given in Matthew and Luke. 

We arc faced by three questions arising out of this situation : 
Did Jesus actually say something of supreme importance during 
the Last Supper? What did he really say? What meaning 
did he attach to his words? There are five passages which 
offer us material for an answer to them: one from each of the 
Synoptic Gospels (Mark xiv. 22-5 ; Matt. xxvi. 26 9; Luke xxii. 
15-20); one from Paul (1 Cor. ii. 28-5); and one from Justin 
Martyr (Apol., i. 66), much later than the rest (middle of the 
second century), but whieh is believed, rightly or wrongly, to 
be derived from another source than the canonical gospel: 

- Here are, first of all, the three Synoptic passages side by 
side: 





Mark xiv. 22; “ And Matthew xxvi, 26; Luke xxii, 15: "* And. 
as they did eat, Jesus “And as they wi he said to them, 
took bread, and blessed, cating, Jesus took With desire 1 have 
and brake it, and gave bread, and blessed it, desired te vat this 
to them, said, and brake it, and —passover with you 
Take ': this is? my gave it tu the dis- fore I suffer ‘16. 
body. 23. Andhetook ciples, and said, Tuke, I suy unlo you, 1 wilt 
the cup, and when eat; thisismy body. not any more eat there- 
he had given thanks, 27. And he took the of, until it be fulfilled 
he gave it to them: cup and gave thanks, in the kingda 
and they all drank of and gave it to them, 17. And he 
it. 24. And he said saying, Drink ye all cup,’ and gave thanks, 
unto them, This is my of it; 28. For this and said, Tuke this, 
blood of the testa- is my blood of the und divide it among 
ment * which is shed testament, which is yourselves: 18. For 1 
for many. 25. Verily, shed for many for the say unto you, 1 will 
L say unto you, I will remission of sins.* 29. | not drink of the fruit 
drink no more of the But I say unto you, | of the vine, until the 
fruit of the vine, until I willnot drink hence- | kingdom of God shall 
that day that I drink forth ’ of this fruit of | come. 19a. And he 
itnew ‘inthekingdom the vine, until that | took bread and gave 
of God.” * day when I drink it | thanks, and brake it, 

new with you in my , and gave unto them, 

Father's kingdom.” | saying, This its my body 
10) which jiven 
for you: t jo in 
remembrance of me.” 
20. Likewise also the 
cup" after supper, 
suying, This cup ts the 
new testament in my 
blood, which is shed 
| for you.” 





























For notes see page 436. 
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At this point it becomes necessary to discuss certain technical 
details. The manuscript tradition of the Lucan section exhibits 
several important features. The text here given follows, with 
a few unimportant variations, the four great exemplars usually 
designated by the letters Aleph, A, B, C: the Greek Sinaitic, 
the Alexandrine codex, the Codex Vaticanus, and the Codex 
Ephrem; but the fumous representative of the so-called 


1 Several MSS. add yvyere -: eat, u copyist's addition, following 
Matthew. 

' There has been endless discussion whether the word is should be 
understood in a real or a symbolic sense. Its interest is mainly theo- 
logical as hearing on the controversy concerning transubstantiation. 
It need only be remarked that in Aramaic the phrase would not con- 
tain the word ix. 

+ We may recall Exod, xxiv. 8: ‘And Moses took the blood and 
sprinkled it on the people, and said, Behold the blood of the covenant” 
(Boot 18 ulna rig duabrinens). - 








the sense of a new 
kind, us witnilarly in Isa, Ixv. 17: dot yriy 6 odgars: xawwés xai ¥ pi} xuuri 
=" There shall be new heavens and a new earth” (CI, ad toc.), and 
not in the sense of a fresh, or second, covenant (CCVI, 119). Similarly, 
fresh wine would be expressed by vos. 

* The Kingdom is often compared to a feast in the rabbinical 
literature. CCXVI, 166 gf. Cf. Matt. xxii, 1 ff.; Luke xiv. 
0. 

“We have here wn important addition to Mark. It is no longer 
merely a question of ratifying the covenant by blood, as in Exod. 
xxiv. 8, but the blood shed by Jesus has become the blood of an atoning 
sacrifice, ay in Lev. xvii. 11: * For the life of the flesh is in the blood: 
and I have given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement for your 
souls: for it is the blood that maketh an atonement by reason of the life 
(which is in it).” 

7 Of this -- vovvow is possibly intended to cmphasize the contrast 
between the wine which he holds in his hands and that which is reserved 
for him in the Kingdom. 

‘The character of the meal has now become fully apparent, a8 
also Jesus’ full knowledge of all that is about to happen, and the signifi- 
cance of all his actions. 

*Here Jesus begins with the cup, as against Mark and Mat- 
thew. 

1° A vital addition, which institutes the Eucharist in the strict sense 
sy enjoining the repetition of Christ's ritual act. And already we have 
an implied interpretation of the rite which has been instituted: it is 
0 be & memorial. Note that the passage docs not say, nor even sug- 
yest, that the rite is a sacrament, i.e. a rite imparting some special 
Jrace. 

1 A repetition of what has already been described in v.17. This 
sroves that the Lucan section is composed of tmo accounts awkwardly 
yombined. The one, 15-18, is complete by itself; the other, 19-20, 
‘ag in the main, with the exception of the addition: This do +.) , taken 
‘rom Mark. 
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Western Text, Codex D (the Cambridge Codex Bezw),' together 
with several manuscripts of the same family, break off after the 
words “This is my body,” that is to say, in the middle of verse 
19.2 Hence they give Luke xxii, 15-194, with slight variations, 
but they omit 19) and 20, that is, substantially, the injunction 
to repeat the rite, the mention of the second cup, and “ the 
testament in my blood.”’ On the other hand, an important 
Syriac manuscript,* the Sinaitic Syriac, presents approximately 
the constituent elements of Aleph, A, B, and C, but arranged 
in a different order ; the verses of the text given above appear 
as follows: 15, 16, 19, 20a, 17, 200, 18. This reproduces the 
order of Mark-Matthew, retaining Luke’s preamble, but. one of 
the cups, the first, has disappeared. Another Syrine version, 
known as the Curctonian, supported by two Latin manuscripts 
of the version known as the Old Latin, adopts the following 
order in agreement with the Textus Receptus: 15, 16, 19, 17, 
18, and omits 20; i.e., the second cup and the testament in the 
blood. 

A third Syriac version, the Peshitto, supported by a late 
Latin manuscript of the Gospels (eleventh century), retain 
verses 15, 16, 19, 20, but omits 17 and 19, that is to say, the 
first cup. Finally, Marcion (second century) makes use of yet 
another text,® which contained only verses 15, 18 and 19: there 
is no cup, no testament and no injunction to repeat. the rite. 
We cannot attempt to explain, for the present, all these c 
genees, nor to dis all the endless controversies to which 
they have given rise; * we shall content ourselves with the 
inference that at this point the Lucan tradition is not very 
certain, and that those early Christians who arranged it: to 
suit themselves did not think that Luke’s text was sacrosanct 
and mercly the completion of Mark and Matthew. 

We come next to the passage from Paul (1 Cor, xi. 28-5): 

“For I received from the Lord that which also I delivered 
unto you, that the Lord Jesus the same night in which he was 
betrayed took bread: 24. And when he had given thanks, 
he brake it, and said : 7 “ This is my body which (is given) for 
you ;: this doin remembrance of me: 25. After the same manner 
also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is 

1 These MSS. are described in LV, 60-88. 

‘LV, 88-97. 

* Concerning the three Syriac MSS. here referred to (The Sinaitic 
Syriac, the Curetonian, and the Peshitto), cf. LY, 151 ff. 

+ Ad. Merx, Die vier canon. Evangelien, nach ihren dllesten bekannten 
Texte, ii, 2. Bexiin, 1911, 439. 

“Cf. COV, NZ. 


* LXXL, i 
+ Several MSS. add here Adfere, pdyere = take, eat, from Matthew. 
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the new testament in my blood : this do ye, as oft as ye drink 
it, in remembrance of me." 

The relation between this passage and the received text of 
Luke is obvious. 

Finally, let us glance at the passage from Justin Martyr, 
Apol., 1, 66, 8: “The Apostles, in the memoirs which have 
been handed down from them (dxopzympovevuaci) and which are 
called Gospels, relate that they reecived this from him: he took 
\read and, having given thanks, he said to them: Do this in 
remembrance of me; this is my body. And having taken the 
cup likewise and given thanks, he said: This is my blood, 
And he gave (it) to them only.” 

It may be asked whether tin is giving an abridgement 
from memory (there is no mention of the testament), or whether 
he is drawing from a special souree. Naturally, various answers 
have been given to these questions,* but it will suffice here 
to point out that the passage is in the line of the Pauline 
tradition, 

So many statements, varying so greatly in content, both in 
respect. of the amount and the character of their information, 
involve us in a very perplexing situation. We may wish in 
vain that. we could know what was actually said and done in 
the apostolic group, in direct contact with Jesus. But our 
information is unreliable and dates from a far later period than 
those origins in which we are interested. However, we find in 
two carly documents, the Acts of the Apostles, and the Teaching 
of the Twelve Apostles (the Didaché),? certain valuable material 
relating to these questions, 

From the Acts we learn 42) that the Jews converted at 
Pentecost through the preaching of Peter “ continued stead- 
fastly in the Apostles’ doctrine (14 day tay dxoorddwv), and 
communion (17) xowwrig), and in the breaking of bread (xj 
xAdaet tov dovov) and in prayers (tai; xgoceuzaic).” The 
Apostles’ doctrine dcnotes the distinctive Christian hope and 
belief ; the communion implies the fraternal bond of union ; 
while by the breaking of bread and the prayers are indicated the 
religious observances of the community. Verse 46 gives further 
details concerning this last point ; “ And they, continuing dail: 
with one accord in the temple (é» r@ feg@ uodvuaddy = einmiitig), 























1 This means: Do this in memory of me, each time that you drink 
(i). Contra: COVE, 11 

* For instance, CCVI, 125, favours the first solution, while CCXCIX, 
10g, favours the second. 

+ A Palestinian (?) document, probably belonging to the end of the 
first or the beginning of the second century. 
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and breaking bread from house to house (xar’ olxoy),! did eat 
their meat with gladness and singleness of heart." Whence we 
infer that their prayers were the usual Jewish prayers which 
they offered individually in the Temple : and that the breaking 
of bread, denoting the fraterna] bond which united them in dis- 
tinction from the Jewish community, was also an actual meal, 
or, possibly, @ rite introducing a meal, and concerning which 
the editor gives no information, The suggestion has been made 
that the words “ with gladness" (év dyadduiaet) indiente that 
the fraternal meal was a kind of anticipation of the Messianic 
banquet. But the suggestion is unnecessary ; the gindness of 
the brethren arose from their religious life, and from the sus- 
taining hope, concerning which no doubt had as yet arisen to 
disturb their simple minds. 

In this meal, not spiritual but material, the distinctive rite 
was the breaking of bread. There is no mention of a eup, nor 
the smallest indication that this ritc was connected with the 
person of Jesus, nor even that it was in memory of him. We 
should probably see in it a purcly Jewish custom, in which the 
meal partaken of together around the table symbolized and 
denoted the fraternal bond which united them,? and nothing 
more than this. 

The Didacké is ostensibly a manuai of Christian practice ; 
henee its evidence is of special value. We learn from it (ix. 
and 8) what prayers and bencdictions were to be said in con- 
nexion with the cup (zee! rod zornyiov), and subsequently with 
the breaking (2egi toi xdAdopatos) of bread. Both were of a 
Jewish character. They occurred in the course of a meal which 
no doubt had a liturgical character, but which was none the 
less areal private meal. Nothing suggests that it was symbolical 
and, although the non-baptized were excluded from it (ix. 5), 
we have “no reason to believe that the rite was the fulfilment 
of an injunction of Christ, or that it was in commemoration of 
the death of the Lord, still less that it established between the 
participants a communion with the same Lord through the 
symbols of his flesh and his blood.” * After having rendered 
thanks to God for material nourishment, they did no more 
than give thanks also for spiritual food, for the “holy vine of 
David, for life and knowledge "’ (ix. 2 and 3), without any 

1 Codex D has the plural xur” oixovs. It should perhaps be rendered : 
now in one house and now in another. Apparently xat’ olxor is in con- 
trast with év 1 ieop. Cf. Acts 42: a contrast between Jewish 


religious life and that of the Christian sect. 
1 CCVI, 140 ff. For the rabbinical ideas about this communion, 


qf. LXXIV, bt 
* CCVE, 240; CCCYI, 175. 
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suggestion of a mystical relation thereby established between 
them, 

However, we hear of a gathering which takes place on Sunday 
(xard xvgiasmjy): this synazia affirms the fraterna) communion 
of the believers, whose numbers had become too large to allow 
of all cating together daily, and, as in Acts, its distinctive rite 
is the breaking of bread. The no mention of the cup. And, 
as in the case of the private cucharist of ch. ix., there isno word 
of the institution of the rite by Jesus, nor of any relation 
established between the rite and the body, the blood, the death, 
or the person of the Lord. The only difference is that, since the 
separation from Judaism has become more marked than in 
Acts, this cucharistic gathering takes the place, for the editor, 
of the sacrilicial gathering of the Jews.1 Moreover, since the 
parousia had already been considcrably delayed, the author 
emphasizes his longing for the Kingdom (ix. 4; x. 5-6). In 
the main, however, we are still in the atmosphere of Acts. We 
are still on Jewish ground, where the infant community is 
endeavouring to build its own special dwelling-place.? Henec, 
it is not in the Gospel stories of the Supper, but rather in those 
of the miracle of the loaves that we should look for the link with 
this breaking of bread us it was practised among the Palestinian 
apostolic and subapostolie communities.? Nevertheless it was 
inevitable that Christian thought, as it diverged increasingly 
from Judaism, should occupy itself with this rite, and seek to 
give it a distinctive interpretation. It was equally inevitable 
that reflection on the life and death of Jesus, on his resurrection 
and his abiding presence in the midst of his own until the day 
of his speedy return,* should, as the prospect of that return 
became increasingly remote, affect the significance of the symbol 
of the communion of the Church. The fraternal meal assumed 
the guise of a continuation of those meals which the disciples had 
shared with their Lord, and especially of the last, which took 
on a unique importance, They began to think that it must 
have differed from the other meals, and this belief made it 
easy for interesting credal associations to attach themselves to 
it ; indeed it was inevitable that the Last Supper should receive 


1 This is the meaning of the words: é20¢ xaQupd 1} Goola tad ff = 
in order that your sacrifice may be pure about which there has been 
much discussion. A comparison of ch. xiv. with ch. viii. leaves no doubt 
on the point. 

' XXXV, 225. 

* CCXKIH, 80, n. 2. 

‘It should be observed that the appearances of the Risen One are 
teluted to this fraternal meat (John xxi, 9, 12, 18; Luke xxiv. 80-1, 
41-2, and even John xx. 19-26). 
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such accretions.' The first step in the process was the growth 
of the idca that the meal was a memorial.?| When a family has 
lost its head, or a group of friends its Irader, they cannot help 
being occupied with his memory. When they mect they speak 
of him, they recall his last words, they think of his last. wishes, 
they idealize him and feel the presence of his spirit with them. 
So it was with the Christian brotherhood. The first step led 
to others ; the rite of fraternal communion became a memorial 
of the life, and above all of the death of Jesus; then it grew 
into the visible sign, first of spiritual communion, then of 
corporeal union, with the Lord. Then it became the witness 
of a covenant made by him, the carrying out of the testament 
which he had bequeathed, the symbol of a promise whose terms 
must be repeated until it be fulfilled ; a mysterious and effectual 
operation—let us say sacrament—conneeted with baptism and 
essential for the making of a Christian; and so we might 
continuc. Here, then, we have the rudiments of the evolution 
of the Eucharist, regarded, so to speak, from an external point 
of view ; it is a natural development. 

When we pass on from the Jewish-Christian environment to 
an examination of the Pauline cucharistie teaching, we meet 
with instructive developments. The passage from 1 Corinthians 
xi., quoted above, is not the only place where Paul spenks of the 
Eucharist. We have another utterance in 1 Corinthians x. 

















ing which we bless, is it not the communion 
of the blood of Christ 2? The bread which we break, is it not. the 
communion of the body of Christ?) For we being many arc 
one bread, and one body : for we are all partakers of that one 
bread.” ¢ 

Here a different note is struck from that in the Acts and the 
Didaché, The feeling of brotherhood experienced by the 
Christians in the Acts and the Didaché arose from the fact that 
when they ate together they shared in the same hope and par- 
ticipated in the same prayers. But, according to the passage 
just cited, it is because they drink of the same cup, whose wine 
represents the blood of Christ, and beeausc they cat of the same 
bread, symbolizing the body of Christ, that they have become 
@ single corporate body. The reason for such a remarkable 
change of view calls for explanation. 


1 COXXH, 79 9.; CC¥I, 133. * CCCVI, 174 9. 

‘This should be understood as the participation in ‘the blood of 
Christ, by which the communion of the brethren, ic. the community, 
is brought into being. Cf. Lietzmann, in LVIL, 1 Cor. xlix. 

‘That is; Many though we are, we are one loaf, one body. 
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When we examine the two passages in 1 Corinthians x. 
36-17 and xi. 286-25, we find: (1) The idea of fraternal com- 
mumion (x. 17: we are one bread, one body). This need not be 
emphasized, as we have already observed it to be the natural 
consequence of the primitive breaking of bread. (2) The idea of 
communion in the Lord (x. 16 and 17; thecup . . . communion 
of the blood ; the participation of all in the one loaf). We use 
the term communion, communion of all believers in, and not 
merely with the Lord, a simpler, more natural, and at the same 
time, carlicr conception, which is sufficiently explained by the 
primitive breaking of bread. Here the union is not only the 
result of the action of the Lord, but is in him, since it is effected 
by the cating of the bread which is his body and the drinking 
of the wine which is his blood. The question arises whether 
we are already dealing with the idea of transubstantiation, that 
is to say, the transformation of the consecrated kinds into the 
actual body and blood of Christ. There can be no doubt that 
this is not the case, for we should then be obliged to explain 
why such a miracle was not more familiar to early Christianity. 
Nor is it n question of mere symbolism ; the eucharistic table 
is the table of the Lord, in opposition to the table of demons, 
just as the cup of the Lord is contrasted with the cup of demons 
(1 Cor. x. 21). Now, for Paul, eating and drinking at the table 
of demons does not signify cating the flesh and drinking the 
blood of demons, but entering into communion with them 
(xotrwrie), since the ritual act implies surrender to their influence 
and cutrance into their sphere of acti » Paul's comparison 
(1 Cor, x, 16, 17 and 21) clearly proves that in his view the 
Eucharist occupies the same place in the Christian religion as 
is held by sacrifices and sacred feasts in pagan cults. Hence, 
the Euchurist must be thought of as recreating for the Christian 
the actual circumstances of Christ at the moment when, 
according to the Apostle’s Christology, he was about to accom- 
plish the great sacrifice of redemption. It must be thought of 
as reproducing his very acts, as repeating his very words, 
mystcrious indeed, but signifying for Paul that the redeeming 
death of Jesus is about to be consummated. For him the bread 
which Jesus distributed to the Apostles symbolizes his body, 
and the contents of the cup his blood; so that the repetition 
of the consecration of the bread and the cup in the spirit in 
which he himself performed these acts, is to recall the partici- 
pants to the conception of the redemption and to effectuate 
their mystic union with the Lord. 

The act of placing on the Lord's table the bread and the 
eontents of the cup, identifies them with him, informs them 
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with that divine power (dérags¢) which has conquered death 
and by virtue of which those who believe on him will conquer 
it likewise. Hence the viands on the table of demons, harm- 
less in themselves if eaten without intent (1 Cor. x. 28 ff.), 
become a fatal food to those who partake of them in order to enter 
into communion with the demons. The passage in 1 Corinthians 
xi. 27 ff.: ‘Wherefore whosoever shall cat this bread, and 
drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily (dvagéws) shall be guilty 
of the body and blood of the Lord. . . . For this cause many 
are weak and sickly among you, and many sicep," secms to 
prove that all this is realistically conceived, and not as a spiritual 
process ; and that an actual magical potency is attributed to 
the elements in the Pauline Eucharist. 

Hence the eucharistic food is conceived of as possessing a 
kind of tabu; it operates beneficially to those who partake of 
it in the due ritual—in this case spiritual—state, but it is harm- 
ful, that is, fatal, to others.? 

It will be agreed that if Jesus intended to imply all this in 
the words which 1 Corinthians xi. 28-5 attributes to him at the 
Last Supper, he must have had great faith in the intelligence 
of the Apostles, and that it is astonishing that they should have 
understood him.? But it is extremely doubtful whether he ever 
said: “ This is my body ” and “ This is my blood,” even with 
the intention of calling up the idea of his approaching death, 
since in themselves these words are meaningless, apart from the 
conception of the Redemption, or that of the communion of 
the body and the blood. It can only have been by considering 
it in the light of subsequent events, as yet unknown to Jesus and 
his disciples, that the Last Supper can have been transformed 
into a kind of mournful feast of farewell. The Apostle may 
well have believed that he was transmitting the actual words 
of the Lord (i Cor. xi. 28; “I received of the Lord that which 
also I delivered unto you”); but we do not know the source 
from which he derived them. The question, to which we shall 
return later, arises whether he was referring to a tradition or 
to a special revelation. 

(8) The idea of atonement and redemption (xi. 24-5: “ This is 
my body which (is given) for you... . This cup is the new 
testament in my blood”). Thus Paul thinks of the death of 


CCL, 261. 1 Ibid. * CCl, 51. 

“Cf. Rom. v. 9: Much more then, being now justified by hin blood 
(év 1G aluars dutod), we shall be saved from wrath through him.” Eph. i, 7: 
*< In whom we have redemption through his blood (ray daoltzywaw bd wis 
aipatog atrod), the remission of sins (thr dpeow tar nupattodrer) accord: 
ing to the riches of his grace.” 
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Jesus as an atoning sacrifice, conferring upon men the forgive- 
ness of sins, reconciling them to God, and assuring them of 
eternal life. The Eucharist recalls this sacrifice, is the symbol 
and expression of it, and in some sense, perhaps, re-enacts it 
hy the consceration of the elements (1 Cor. xi. 26: ‘For as 
often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do show the 
Lord’s death until he come”). The simple brethren in Acts and 
the Didacké can hardly have seen such wonders in their breaking 
of bread. Nevertheless, the question whether such ideas were 
in the mind of Jesus and were expressed by him in words, 
requires an answer. In the light of the Synoptic presentation 
of his teaching as a whole such as supposition is impossible, and 
there arc absolutely no grounds for believing that the first 
gencration of immediate disciples interpreted the death of their 
Master in this way. For them his death, at first seen only as 
a stumbling-block, was merely the necessary condition of the 
glorification of Jesus by the resurrection, and his exaltation to 
the position of Messiah (Acts ii. 81-8 and 86). 

(4) The idea of the New Testament (xi. 25: ‘ This cup is 
the new testament in my blood,” by which we must understand : 
My blood establishes a new covenant, after the manner of the 
one mentioned in Exodus xxiv. 8).4_ While the idea finds its 
natural expression in the teaching of Paul, for whom the reign 
of the Law is ended, and for whom Jesus the new Adam has 
inaugurated a new order of humanity, it is foreign to the thought 
of Jesus. The latter never claimed to have abolished the Law 
(Matt. v. 17), but. conformed to it, or at least, believed that he 
did so, and, as we learn from Acts, imbued his disciples with his 
own reverence for it. It was the Kingdom that Jesus expected, 
not a new Covenant. 

{5) The injunction to continue the rite (xi. 24: ‘This do in 
remembrance of me”), Again the question arises whether Jesus 
could have given such a command, 8 command which amounts 
to the institution of a commemorative rite, probably of his 
death interpreted as a mystery of salvation in the Pauline 
sense, and of a symbol of the union of believers. The institution 
of a symbol of union could only have been possible if he had 
believed that the Kingdom was to be delayed. But the burden 
of his message was the imminence of the Kingdom. Nothing 
was further from his intention than the founding of a new 
religion. Hence it is difficult to imagine what meaning the 


» Perhaps Paul is thinking of the covenant between God and 
Abraham eet: xvii, 11) the sign of which is circumcision. On the 
meaning of duarpen = covenant and not testament, cf. Gal. iii. 17, and 
iv. 22-4. 
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Apostles could have attached to such a command from the lips 
of Jesus,? 

Paul certainly believes in the truth of his statement that 
he received all this from the Lord; but he could only have 
received it in the same way in which he received what he calls 
his gospel and his call, namely, by an immediate revelation 
(Gal. i. 11-12, 15-16), a personal revelation, which, apparently, 
happened conveniently to validate practice which had already 
come into existence around him.* 

(6) The idea of a sacrament. It must be admitted that the 
idea of a sacrament is implied in the assertion that Christians 
are one body because they cat of the same loaf. It is made 
more definite by the further conception that the bread and 
the cup bring the believer into a vital communion with the 
dying Christ, that is, according to Paul, with Christ in the act 
of accomplishing his most essential function. Jt is hardly 
necessary to point out again that there is nothing of this kind 
in Acts or in the Didaché. We are obliged to acknowledge that 
a revolution in the idea and practice of the Eucharist has taken 
place between what we find in these two primitive documents 
and what we find in the Paulin epistles. 

Moreover, the main problem lics, not in discovering whether 
Jesus really said the words which Pau] attributes to him-- 
(which cannot be seriously maintained), but in discovering the 
source from which Paul derived them. When we realize how 
the Apostie’s mind was ubscssed with the parallel between the 
table of the Lord and the table of demons, the question arises 
whether the Pauline eucharist did not spring from his Hellenic 
environment, and whether it may not represent @ fragment of 
paganism introduced into primitive Christian * The idca of 
@ covenant is undoubtedly Jewish ; Jewish, too, are the idcas 
of an atoning sacrifice and of vicarious atonement (Lev. xvi. 10, 
21, 22). Possibly rabbinical tradition had already begun to 
interpret the sacrifice of Isaac in a way which suggested the 
significance which Christian tradition later gave to it as a type 
of the sacrifice at Calvary ; while the Essenes furnish us with 
an example of the practice of sacred fraternal meals. But 
the essential point does not lie in any of these; it is found in 
the idea of the sacramental communion in the body and blood of 
the Lord. This is the characteristic feature which we find in 




















‘COXXM, 77; CXIV, 113; LXVI, 67. * CCOVI, 171. 

* CCVI, 186 7. ‘0. Holtzmann, ZNTW, 1914, 107. 

* Some have held that this will suffice to explain the Pauline con- 
ception (ef. XLI, 191). We cannot agree: it may huve helped to 
complete 
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the Mystery religions, at that time abounding in the Hellenistic 
world. The inevitable comparison becomes clearer if we 
remember that Paul's doctrine of the Eucharist is inseparable 
from his conception of Baptism: the baptized person puts on 
Christ (Gal. iii. 27); he becomes a partaker of his life? and of 
his death, or rather, he lives, suffers, dies, and above all rises 
again with Christ ; and this is the central idea in the Mysteries.* 
In several of them, such as those of the Great Mother and of 
Attis, those of Mithra, or of the Syrian Baals, or of the Egyptian 
gods, there were sacred meals which were regarded as a renewal 
of the bond of union which initiation had established between 
the members of the cult, and also between each individual and 
the god.* Sometimes they were a mere external symbo! of 
brotherhood, like the breaking of bread, but “ sometimes other 
effects are expected from the food partaken of in common: by 
eating the flesh of an animal which is regarded as divine, it is 
believed that the participant identifies himself with the god and 
partakes in the divine essence and qualities.” ¢ 

Paul was familiar with such meals as these (1 Cor, x. 20) § 
and warns the Corinthians against them. 

In several of these Mysteries of salvation, particularly the 
Mysteries of Attis, the symbolism of blood played a very impor- 
tant part. It was an extremely common belief in the ancient 
world that by drinking the blood, or, later on, by immersion in 
or sprinkling with the blood, it was possible to absorb the 
qualities of the god whose blood was so used.¢ The blood is 
the life, or at least, possesses life-giving qualities ; it is the food 
of gods and demons, the essence of relationship, and, when it 
is exchanged, it becomes the bond of blood-relationship between 
those not otherwise related.” Morcover, it has a magical 
potency over the soul of the person who drinks it. The blood 





1Gal. ii. 20: 2 d2 oixén drm, Cp 68 ev euoi Xputd; = I live, no 
longer I, but Christ liveth in me. 

* XXXV, 224; CCXLI, 100 f.; CCXCH, ii, 94,.; CXX, 95. 

* VIII, 87 and 219 (n. 43); OCCEX, 2127. 

«VIII, 65 and 280 (n. 74). 

*It should be observed that Justin, I Apol. Ixvi. 4, immediately 
after the passage in which he speaks of the Eucharist, refers to the 
existence, in the Mysteries of Mithra, of a similar ceremony, in which, 
in the course of the initiation, there occurs the offering of bread and 
a cup, with certain ritual formulas, 

“VIM, 64. Cf. CXIV, 113. 
‘CCL, 257 f., and the Index to the Lehrb. der Religionsgeschichte of 
Bertholet and Lehmann (1925), on the word Blut. 

“QOXXVEL, 51 and 204, which quotes several very interesting 
Papyri, to show the frequent occurrence of symbolic uses of blood 
similar to that in the Pauline Eucharist. 
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of Christ holds such a place in Paulinism ; a fact which is the 
more remarkable in that Jesus did not die a bloody death. The 
Fourth Gospel, alone (John xix, 84), with a symbolic purpose 
in mind, has described the soldier's spear piereing the side of 
the Crucified, whence there flow forth both the Eucharistic blood 
and the Baptismal water. It is the symbolic significance of 
the blood which pervades the whole of the Pauline cucharistic 
system, giving it its wealth of doctrinal meaning, and throwing 
the significance of the bread into the shade. Finally, it should 
not be forgotten that all the Mystery gods are-intercessors and 
saviours, and that the object of the initiates was to attain, 
through identification with the god, a share in his blessed 
immortality. In such a way did Paul conceive of the work of 
Christ and of the operation of the two rites of Baptism and the 
Eucharist. We may say that it was inevitable that he should, 
in all good faith, attribute to Jesus the institution and the 
meaning of the cucharist ; but he was unconsciously influenced 
in this, as in his whole conception of Christ, by the ideas current 
in his environment concerning salvation and the means of 
obtaining it.?_ Hence it is to Paulinism rather than to Jesus 
that we owe Paul's teaching on the fundamental! s' 
of the Eucharist, a body of teaching which rests on no historical] 
tradition. When the attempt is made to connect the essential 
elements of this doctrine with the teaching of Jesus, they 
become improbable and- inconccivable. On the other hand, 
Paul’s eucharistic teaching becomes perfcctly intelligible when 
considered as the logical consequence of the mystical operation 
of the sacrament which secures salvation to its participants, a 
sacrament which is implicit in the Pauline Christology. Like 
the Christology itself, it springs, not from the synoptic tra- 
dition, but from a syncretistic gnosis.* 







Iv 
ConcLusion 


Clearly, the origin of Justin's account of the Eucharist is 
to be found in Paul, while Luke appears, upon examination, 
to be an artificial conflation of Mark and Paul. The only 
important difference between Mark and Matthew consists in 


- 8. 

tPor a description of the environment of Tarsus, where he was 
born and brought up, of. Bohlig, Die Geisterkultur von Tarsos in Augus- 
teischen Zeitalter. Géttingen, 1018, 24 J. 

* COXXDL, 78. 
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the addition in Matthew xxvi. 28, of the words “for the for- 
giveness of sins" (ele &peow dyagtiasv) which has every appearance 
of being a secondary Pauline addition. If we examine the form 
of Mark which Matthew has followed, we shall find that it falls 
into two parts: (1) vv. 22-4; the consecration of the bread, 
the cup and the covenant; (2) v. 25: the declaration that 
Jesus will not again drink of the fruit of the vine until the 
Kingdom has come. Apart from the injunction to repeat the 
rite, the first part contains all that is essential in 1 Corinthians 
xi, 28-5, and it is quite possible that its source is Paul himself.* 
Those commentators who refuse to accept this view, and who 
persist in believing that “ This is my body” and “ This is my 
blood ” are the very words of Jesus, offer laborious explanations 
which all break down when confronted by the obvious fact that, 
the disciples could not have understood these words at all. 
They maintain that Jcsus intended to indicate the imminence of 
his death by comparing himself to a victim whose blood was 
shed in order to establish a new covenant.? But this is an inter- 
pretation of the passage bascd upon the subsequent events 
which the Apostles at the time could not have been aware of. 
It may be added that it is only by following the same method 
of reasoning thut it is possible to attribute to Jesus a concern 
with and a knowledge of things only shared by the Greek 
environment of Paul’s time and our conservative critics. 

On the other hand, the second part of the Marcan passage 
strikes an entirely different note: it expresses nothing more 
than a hope, the same hope which had sustained the prophet 
throughout his career and had brought him to Jerusalem: the 
near approach of the Kingdom. It scems only natural that 
Jesus, in his hour of trial, should cling to it as the divine negation 
of human despair; we can understand that he could have 
thought and said: the expected miracle will be accomplished, 
and, from the carthly meal the disciples will pass with me to 
the Messianic banquet. The conception could not be found 
in Paul’s teaching because it had no place there : it could have 
no place in the outlook of Paulinism, which was determined by 
the historical situation. The only way in which it could be 
retained in the Pauline scheme, in spite of an incompatibility 
too familiar to commentators to occasion surprise, was by doing 
what Mark has done, and reducing it to a position of secondary 


1 COL, 270; CV, 405. We need not linger over the hypothesia of 
a common source formerly maintained by COVE, 84 f., and recently 
put forward again by GXCV, 11 ff. It complicates the problem un- 
necessarily. 

* GOVE, 191; LEVI, 173. Cf. CXIV, 114. + CV, 402 9. 
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importance in relation to the central features of the Pauline 
teaching. The variants in the text of Luke, already pointed 
out, and especially those of Codex Bezae, prove that before the 
textus receptus came into existence, Christians had become aware 
of the presence of serious difficulties. The probabilities are 
that the earliest tradition attributed to Jesus at the Last Supper 
nothing more than an assurance which may be expressed sub- 
stantially as follows : ‘* Be of good cheer: the Kingdom which 
I have always promised to you, and which the difficulties of the 
present moment may seem to have deferred, is really close at 
hand, for the next meal of which we shall partake together will 
be in the Kingdom.” ! The belief in the parousia made it 
possible for the disciples to accept with patience a temporary 
postponement ; but when its indefinite delay became apparent, 
it was necessary to discover other reasons for confidence. This 
much at least seems certain; while Jesus may not actually have 
expressed himself in the terms suggested above, he did not use 
the words attributed to him, with some variation, by the three 
Synoptic Gospels. These words can only represent a cult 
legend.? 


> Cf. OCKRM, 7° 
1 Bultmann, “ ine Kultus-Legende”; COCV, 48: “ The account of 
the Last ‘Supper ts but an etiological cult story... .” 


CHAPTER It 
THE PASSION 
THE BETRAYAL—THE ARREST—THE TRIAL 
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Tre BETRAYAL 


F we are to believe the Gospels it was a conspiracy on the 
part of the Temple authorities, aided by the treachery of 
one of the Apostles, which put an end to the career of Jesus. 
We have already seen that the directors of the Temple were 
opposed on principle to anyone who tried to introduce innova- 
tions, so it was nut nceessary for the Galilean prophet to have 
incited them wantonly, as the synoptic tradition has it, for 
them to have shown themselves ill-disposcd towards him. But, 
once this point has been settled, several questions arise from 
a study of the synoptic narrative: (1) We are told that his 
enemies dare not take any decisive steps against Jesus because 
they fear the reaction of the people who delight in his teaching. 
They shrink from arresting him in the midst of the feast lest 
there be an uproar of the people (Mark xiv. 2) and seck to take 
him by craft. It is difficult to see what was to be gained by 
that, as, if the people feel as we are told they do, it is the arrest 
of the prophet and not the circumstances in which he is arrested 
that will affect them. (2) Have they any real reason to fear 
the popularity of the Nazarene? If it is as great as Mark 
affirms, why are the Romans not alarmed also? Why has 
Pilate not yet appeared on the scene? Would not the first 
action of the plotting Jews in thcir own interest be to warn 
him at once if his own police have suspected nothing? Would 
not that be a very simple way of preventing the people from 
suspecting their complicity in the matter? (8) And if, as 
seems likely, Jesus’ popularity is only the Evangelist’s inven- 
tion, what is the meaning of the hesitation and precautions 
of the priests? And above all why should they show such 
hatred against a mere Galilean? But in reality the narrator 
is describing his own feclings, his rancour against the Jews, 
450 





THE PASSION 451 


who in his time were bitterly opposed to the Christian heretics 
and harmed them whenever they could. It is not therefore 
the poor Galilean that the Pharisees, Sadduces and Herodians, 
in Jeague with the priests, are assailing, but the Saviour who 
is the object of the Evangelist’s adoration and hope. This 
transformation changes both the relations of the actors and the 
scale of the drama, (4) The narrator might even have been in 
the confidence of the conspirators, so well informed is he of their 
most secret thoughts and conversations, matters which he could 
not possibly have known. His appearance of accurate informa- 
tion is merely the result of inferences based on probability and 
on the false grounds of his fundamental assumption, on reasons 
drawn from the event itself. (5) In spite of their evil designs 
the Jews appear much embarrassed (which does not aceord 
with their reputation for wily astuteness), when Judas very 
opportunely comes to their assistance (Mark xiv. 10-11 and 
Synopsis). He offers to deliver his Master to them, Mark 
says that they promise him moncy, but Matthew xxvi. 14-16 
goes further and says that he asked for it. Luke xxii, 8-6 
adds the final explanation: ‘Then Satan entered into Judas.” 

The question arises whether this base and hateful story of 
betrayal springs from actual reminiscence. The narrative of 
the prediction made during the Last Supper of Judas’ betrayal 
has already raised doubts ; it sounds too much like the fulfil- 
ment of a prophecy, and common-sense reflection confirms 
them. It is difficult to see why the Iscariot’s crime was neces- 
sary for the accomplishment of the evil designs of the “ Chief 
High Priests.” And if they pay for this unnecessary villainy 
they are made to appcar both foolish and richer than they 
ought to be. At first sight the objection appears to be well- 
founded that tradition would never have invented the awful 
fall of an Apostle, and that historical fact alone could have 
caused it to be accepted.! Let us, however, attempt to come 
to grips with the statements in the Gospels concerning Judas 
and his crime. It is a thankless task as we have no other docu- 
ment than the Gospels to depend on.? 

To begin with, the tradition of the traitor’s name is un- 
certain. It is not Judas but Iscariot which presents difficulties.’ 
At first, the mention in John xiii. 26 suggests a patronymic 

‘OXLIV, 18; COVI, 78; COLXXXIL, 179. 

*Many critics deny the historicity of the episode. CY. CLXXIX, 
295 9.; COXVI, 81; G. Marquardt, Der Verrat des Judas Ischartot, 
cine Sage. Munich, 1900; G. Schlager, Die Ungeschtchilichkeit des 
Verviters Judas, in ZNTW, 1014, 50; LXXXVL, 3002. 170 f. 

* "Iodéar “Towagui®, in Mark xiv. 10; "Tovbas *! Tewaguis, in Matt. 
xxvi. 14 and Luke xxii. 8. Cf. EB, art. Judas, cols. 2628. 
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"Toibag Lipa; *Joxagubtou = Judas, the son of Simon the 
Iscariote); but this leaves the meaning of Iscariot unexplained. 
Then there is the possibility that it indicates a place of origin, 
and in fact several manuscripts give and xaguifov, and xagubrov, 
axd xapuitow = of Keruoth (?) or of Kariot or Karioth.! Ish- 
Kerioth = the man from Kerioth, the man born in a town or 
village called Kerioth, must then be understood. But what. 
town or what village? The simplest and most honest thing 
to do is to confess that we do not know. But commentators, 
rather than abandon the attempt, have discovered in Joshua 
xv. 25, a Kerioth whose only drawback is that it is not, appar- 
ently, in Judea; then they have found in Josephus, Ant., 
14, 8, 4, a Koree which may perhaps be found in the valley 
of the Jordan # but which could searcely yield the form Kerioth. 
Others have tricd to correct the Gospel reading. Thus Cheyne 
proposed to rcad * Judas the Jerichotte (6 *Tegiuxmtijg == the man 
from Jericho), an arbitrary and tendencious cmendation. 
Judas might not in point of fact be a Judean but come from 
the Kerioth of Joshua; and many commentators ‘ hold that 
opinion. However, we do not even know whether the biblical 
writer was thinking of a town or a group of places.* There is 
certainly the capital of Moab, mentioned by Amos ii. 2, though 
only in the Hebrew text, and by Jeremiah xlviii. 24 (Kapuié 
in the Septuagint); but if Judas were a Moabite it would 
certainly be known, and as he was one of the Twelve he was 
much more probably a Galilean. The important fact is that 
the scarch for Judas’ birthplace leads to no certain or even 
probable results. 

On the other hand the validity of the derivation ish-Kerioth 
= the man from Kerioth has been contested on good grounds.* 
According to Wellhausen, the word ish had at the time of Jesus 
long disappeared from the Aramaic dialect and in any case 
ish-Kerioth would not mean the man of Kerioth but the people 
of Kerioth. Hence the famous German scholar favoured the 
idea of a nickname, meaning bandit or sicarius. Research has 
been conducted along these lines by Benjamin Smith with as 
much ingenuity as persistence. Starting with the group of con- 
sonants SKR, considered as the root of Iskariot,” he observes a 
that the meaning deliver up (tiberliefern) can be extracted from 
it. And he refers to Isaiah xix. 4, “ And the Egyptians will 

7A variant of the tic forms occurs: ¢ brn, wd, 
owagia®.” Cf. EB, art. Judae’ introduction. een oe 

* Cf. BB, art. Zarethan. EB, Judas, sec. 1. 

“GB, Judas, col. 589; DCG, Judas, col. 908. 

' EB, Kerioth; CLXXIX, 296. ‘CLXXIX, 296; CKIV, 298 77. 

? Brewer, The Open Court, Aug. 1909. * CLEXIX, 298 7. 
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I give over into the hand of a cruel lord’ which the Septuagint 
translates: xai zapuddo0 tir Alyvxroy ... It is the word 
which Judas uses, according to Matthew xxvi. 15, in his pro- 
posals to the priests : “ 4nd I will deliver him unto you ” (xdya 
Suiv nagaddaw adtdy); Paul also uses it in 1 Corinthians xi. 
28: “ The Lord Jesus the same night in which he was betrayed 

«2? (dv tH vuxrt 9 xapedidero. . . .). The surname of Judas 
would then mean the deliverer up, the betrayer. 

But for it to have been possible for the Evangelists to 
transcribe the word without understanding its meaning, the 
story of the betrayal must date from very carly tir and have 
been told in the Aramaic environment of the carliest. Christian 
Church. It is the best argument in favour of the historicity 
of the betrayal. It must be noticed, however, (1) that the 
Marcan tradition is far from going back everywhere to the 
origins, and that a legend is quickly established ; (2) that Paul, 
who seems to spcak of the betrayal in 1 Corinthians xi. 238, 
says nothing of the traitor. There is some force in the reply 
that everyone certainly knew him. However, in 1 Corinthians 
xv. § the same Paul assures us that ufter the resurrection Jesus 
appeared to the Twelve. Judas was then of the number? Or 
must we consider that by the Twelve the Tarsiot only meant 
the Apostles, without any special regard to their number ? 
Whatever force the argument possesses is not strengthened hy 
the silence of 1 Corinthians xi. 28, and it is diflicult to believe 
that if Paul had possessed a vivid remembrance of Judas’ 
betrayal, as he must have done if the crime had actually 
occurred, the necessity of a correction such as: he was seen 
of the Eleven, for Judas . . . would not have forced itself on 
him. From which we may conclude that Paul might well have 
spoken of the arrest of Jesus without explaining it by the 
treachery of one of the Twelve. It should also be observed 
that the Gospel of Pcter * says that after the feast in which 
Jesus perished “ we, the twelve disciples of the Lord, wept and 
were afflicted.” If, as Conybeare suggests, the writer of this 
apocryphal work had followed the lost ending of Mark, the 
Twelve (dddexa) is significant. There is nothing decisive to be 
drawn from the passage in Acts i. 26, which records the elec- 
tion of another Apostle to fill the place of Judas, because the 

1 The word zagadidéva: which he uses is the one Mark i. 14 employs to 
describe the arrest of John the Baptist: xai wera 13 nagadoliwat tov 
‘Iwdery, . . . without there being any Guestion of betrayal. 

*14, 59, of Klostermann, Apocrypha, I*, of XXIII (1908), 8, and 
887; CXXXIX, which tries to prove, with the support of 1 Cor. xv. 5 
—s ‘double-edged argument—that in the case at insue Twelve and 
Eleven are the same thing. 
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passage may casily fall into line with a legend which was well 
established by the time that it came to be written down. 

Furthermore, considered on its own merits, this story of 
Judas’s betrayal is surrounded with such serious difficulties 
that it has awakened doubt in the minds of men not usually 
attracted by revolutionary conclusions ; Jiilicher, for example, 
writes : “It sounds like a later invention,"’ } and Klostermann 
considers that even what might he historical in the story 
remains doubtful.* The most serious objection is that the 
betrayal appears wholly useless and inexplicable. What need, 
asks B. Smith,*had Jesus’ enemies of Judas and his kiss? None 
whatever. The prophet was at their mercy and the people whom 
they are supposed to have feared would be the first to shout 
“ erucify him,”’ as Mark xv. 18 himself asserts. On the other 
hand, a Catholic theologian ¢ very justly points out that “All the 
textual difficulties and questions of detatl appear insignificant be- 
side the great moral problem of the fall and treachery of Judas.” 

Mark does not venture on any explanation. Matthew xxvi. 
15 puts forward the motive of cupidity: Judas bargains for 
90 pieces of silver. The amount is ridiculous and it is evident 
that Matthew is making a show of accuracy which has no 
foundation in fact : be is merely glossing Mark. It is vain to 
attempt to guess at the character of the traitor and then to 
explain his treachery by his psychology, since the latter must 
be imagined and deduced from the act of treachery. 

The most. charitable of the motives imputed to Judas would 
be that he wished to force Jesus to display his power, to hasten 
the expected miracle; his treachery would then be in a way 
an act of faith, When he realizes his terrible mistake he kills 
himself (Matt. xxvii. 3 ff.). But what do we know of all this 
and what is the historical value of this story of suicide 2? Less 
than nothing, because we cannot help fecling that this is a 
secondary legend unknown to the first tradition about Judas.* 
Or perhaps he was possessed and that is the explanation offered 
by Luke and John; it is entirely satisfactory to those who 
believe in possession, except that it remains to be explained 
how and why the Christ should have consented to sacrifice one 
of his friends to the Devil. 

Strauss pointed out long ago that if it was greed which 








‘COXVI, 51: Das klingt wie apiitere Dichtung. 
*XCIX, 342. ¢Y. COLXVIM, iv, 39. 
* CLEXIX, soz. ‘CE, Judas, col. 547. 

* CIM, ii, 625 (contra: CII, 513, who gives no reasons); XCIV; 
CVE, ii, ad loc. 

* CLEKXI, ii, 415. 
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incited Judas he would have found it more profitable to abscond 
with the common fund of the little community, than to sell 
his Master for 60 or 70 sovereigns. Morcover, it is certain 
that the sum of 30 picces of silver is not based on memory but 
on a text of Zechariah, xi. 12: “‘ And J said unto them, If ye 
think good, give me my price; and if not, forbear. So they 
weighed for my price 80 picces of silver.” 

The ambition and jealousy which have also been suggested 
explain nothing. Ambitious of what, jealous of whom ? 
Ambitious of being the most beloved and eXteemed of the 
Apostles? Jealous of those who surpassed him in both ways ? 
Peter or Juhn, for instance? But how could the deluded 
wretch have imagined that he could accomplish his ends by 
giving Jesus up? Was it fear which urged him?! Did he 
see more clearly than the others the growing peril and decide 
on extreme measures to escape it? Had he lost faith in the 
Nazarene ? But in either case what was there to prevent him 
from discreetly disappearing? We are confronted by nothing 
but questions and arbitrary suppoesitions unsupported by any 
trustworthy passage. The very number of them is sufficient 
to diseredit them, and they merely vie with another in flights 
of imagination. Even if we combine all the motives of greed, 
ambition, jealousy, fear and failing conlidence, and dress them 
out in high-sounding epithets,? we cannot deduce from them 
any well-founded and therefore acceptable conclusions. The 
interminable discussions which we have touched on appear 
lamentably futile. The betrayal remains purposeless, uscless 
and unintelligible, whichever way we turn. 

These are, however, only negative arguments and we may 
always suppose with Loisy that the disciples did not know the 
traitor’s motives, but recorded the treason, That may be so, 
but there are other alternatives. As Loisy himself suggests 
Judas may be the personification of incredulous and false 
Judaism, the incarnation of Satan, who for the time being 
appears to have conquered Christ.? In other words, one may 
see in him the symbol of the fact asserted by tradition: Jesus 
perished at the hand of the Jews who delivered him to Pilate. 

Why this personification ?_ It is impossible to reply to this 
question without making certain more or less probable assump- 








‘CL, 347; OV, 394. * DCG, Judas, sec. iv. 

* CEXVII', 482. It is the opinion which B, Smith has vigoroumy 
urged in sn attempt to make it conform to his mythical explunation 
of the life of Jesus. His modifications are not convincing, but the 
arguments seem to have some weight: CLEXIX, 904 {/.—Contra: 
GLYI-a, 480 ff. 
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tions: (1) In legends the responsibility for action is always 
definite, and centred in an individua}. (2) No better current 
personal name than Judas (’Jovdac) can be found to represent 
the man of Juda ("Jotéa) or Judea (‘Iovéaia), the Jew (6 Iovdaios) ; 
the transition from one form to the other is quite natural. 
{8} The arrest of Jesus by night on the Mount of Olives, timed 
in such a way as to suggest that the police were informed 
had to be explained ; and what could be easier than to imagine 
that this had been done by one of the prophet’s intimate 
associates ? Further, two prophetic passages of the Old 
Testament Ied them in this direction.! We read in Psalm 
xli, 9 
“Yea, mine own familiar friend, in whom I trusted, which did 
eat of my bread, hath lifted up his heel against me," and in Psalm 
lv. 12: " For it was not an enemy that reproached me; .. . but. 
it was thou, my guide and mine acquaintance.” 


Nor must we forget that Acts i. 16 clearly states the betrayal 
to be necessary for the fulfilment. of the Scripture ; 





“ Men and brethren, this scripture must needs have been fulfilled, 
which the Holy Ghost by the mouth of David spake before con- 
cerning Judas, which was guide to them that took Jesus.” 


We may conclude, therefore, that while the story of the 
betrayal cannot be absolutely proved to be only a legend, it 
is open to many serious objections. Matthew xxvii. 8-10 
assures us that the traitor hung himself (like Ahithophcl, the 
evil counsellor of Absalom, in 2 Samucl xvii. 23), after having 
cast down the 80 picces of silver in the Temple, whence the 
pricsts collected them in order to buy the potter's field with 
them and so fulfil the Seriptures (Zech, xi. 12-18) ;* and Acts 
i. 18 affirms that Judas himscif bought the potter's field with 
the reward of iniquity, that he then became swollen and burst 
asunder in the midst. These two legendary accounts, although 
they differ, are in keeping with the general trend of the story. 

1 LXXXVI, 171. 

1 Verse 18 is specially striking : “ the Lord said unto me, Cast it unto 
the potter: @ goodly price that I was prised at of them. And I took the 
thirty pieces of silver, and cast them to the potter in the house of the Lord.” 
‘This is not the authentic text of Zechariah, as the prophet wrote i 
it has been altered by a copyist's error who mistook the Hebrew word 
which means freasure, treasure room, for that which means potter, because 
the two readings are very similar, But it was the latter which the 
Evangelist had in his text, and which he combined with two passages 
of Jeremiah (xviii. 2-3 and xxxii. 6-14), where it is a question of s 
potter and a field that has been bought. On this curious problem of 
exegesis, cf. CII, ii, 628 ff., and XCIX, 217-19. 
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They are intended to satisfy a belief which could not have 
allowed Judas to go unpunished. If the episode is founded 
on fact, which is doubtful, it remains unintelligible to us.! 


it 
Tue Arrest 


According to Mark xiv. 26 ff, when they had finished the 
meal and sung the Hallel the participants wont away to the 
Mount of Olives, a ridge about 200 fect high whick dominates 
Jerusalem on the east beyond the Kedron. The road to Jericho 
runs along the southern side and the road to Bethany crosses 
it. There are still some olives growing but the trees are reced- 
ing before the advance of the Jewish tombs from the Kedron 
valley and the invasion of various buildings which claim to 
exalt Gospel memories and hallow these illustrious stones. At 
the time of Jesus the trees reigned supreme.* The little band 
of disciples settles down probably to pass the night. under their 
branches. It could not, however, have been very warin at the 
time of the Passover, and we wonder why Jesus has not returned 
to Bethany, or even why he has not remained there to celebrate 
the feast, why he has left Jerusalem during this sacred night, 
contrary to the law; but these details do not cause the Evan- 
gelist any hesitation in pursuing the plan of his narrative. 

Jesus is supposed to have come as far as Gethsemane, or 
rather to an oil-press which stood there, according to the fourth 
century tradition,* at the foot of the hill close to the Jericho 
toad. A famous episode takes place here (Mark xiv. 82-42): 
Jesus withdraws e little from the disciples to pray. As the 
consummation of the great sacrifice draws near he hesitates, 
disturbed, and afraid : 


“And prayed that if it were possible, the hour * might pars 
from him. And he said, Abba, Father, all things ure possible unto 
thee ; take away this cup from me: nevertheless not what I will, 
but what thou 


4 ‘on the various explanations and clucidations attempted by ancient 
and modern commentators, cf. CXLIE, 173 f.; CXXXIL, 145 f.; DCG, 
Judas, col. 012 ff. On Judas in folklore : O. hnhurdt, Naturaagen, ii: 
Sagen sum Neuen Testament, 285 ff, 300 ff. Leipzig, 1908, 

+ All the essential facts concerning the past and present history of 
the site are to be found in EB, art. Olives (Mount of). 

* The Gospel topography of Jerusalem and the surrounding district 
dates from the time of Constantine, and is very doubtful. 

“The hour marked by destiny, in the astrological sense: die 
Schicksalsstunde (OXIV, 120). 
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¥rom the critical point of view, no evidence for this prayer 
exists, since there is no one at Jesus’ side to hear it, and Peter 
and James, who are not far away, are aslecp (xiv. 87); but 
this very dramatic and moving episode probably held a special 
place in the liturgical celebration of the Passion. The gloss 
which Luke xxii. 48-4 adds to the Marcan text is worthy of 
notice,? since it indicates its true character; 

“ And there appeared an angel unto him from heaven, strengthen- 
ing him. And being in an agony he prayed more earnestly: and 
his sweat was un it were great drops of bluod (cori Bgdufor aiparos) 
falling down to the ground.” 

The Evangelist docs not suppose that the Apostles saw this. 
double marvel any more than, according to Mark, they heard 
the agonized prayer; but he has dramatized the scene in the 
same manner as his predecessor and has surpassed him. 

It is of course easy to give an air of probability to the scence 
in Gethsemane by invoking Petcr’s memories.? Jesus takes 
his disciples near the small building which contains the oil- 
press; he leaves them there and withdraws a little to pray ; 
when he returns he finds them asleep. Legend has subse- 
quently embellished the story, That this view offers no difli- 
culty does not prove its validity. It is preferable to believe 
that the episode, which recalls others such as the Temptation and 
the Transfiguration, is to be understood like them in the light of 
the great Mystery of the Redemption which fired the imagina- 
tion of the Greek world at the time of the subapostolic genera- 
tion, It has nothing to do with an actual historical reminis- 
vence.* While we should gladly believe that in spite of its 
unreality the story expressed “in an admirable allegory what 
passed in the mind of Jesus,” ¢ we have no proof that it is true. 

In Mark's narrat serves as a transition: the predic- 
tion of the denial of Peter ( 27-81) which undoubtedly Jesus 
must have foreseen, occupies the time on the way from the 
guest-chamber to Gethsemane ; the scene which we are des- 
cribing allows time for the band, whom Judas has gone to warn, 
to assemble and reach the spot. 

Jesus unce more predicts to the Apostles what is going to 
happen to him (Mark xiv. 41).° (/¢ is enough, the hour ts come ; 
behold the Son of man is betrayed into the hands of sinners. Rise 


1 Its authenticity is, moreover, doubtful. Some important manu- 
acripts (Sin, Syr., Alezandrinus, and the Vatican Coder) omit it. Argu- 
ments und authorities for and against are equal. Cf. CUI, ii, 57277. 

2 XCI-«, 260. * LEXXVI, 162. * CLVY-a, 479. 

* Cf. the commentaries and especially CXIV, 120, and XCVIII, 168, 
on theae verses 41 /., which are very perplexing in many respects. 
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up, let us go ; lo, he that betrayeth me ts at hand), when the traitor 
arrives with “a great mulfitude with swords and staves from the 
chief priests and the acribes and the elders” (xiv. 48). 

There is no question of a body of regular police, still less 
of Roman soldiers, but of a band which had probably been 
collected from among the servants of those who were taking 
the initiative in the arrest. This is Mark’s (xiv. 44-52) des- 
eription of the scene : 


“And he that betrayed him had given them a token," saying, 
Whomsoever I shall kiss, that same ix he; take him, and lead him 
away safely, And us soon as he wax come, he gocth straightway 
, and saith, Master, master; und kissed him.* And they 
inid their hands on him, and took him. And one of them that 
stood by drew a sword, and smote n servant of the high priest, and 
cut off his ear. And Jesus answered and said unto them, Are ye 
come out, as against a thief, with swords and with stuves to take 
me? I was daily with you in the temple teaching, and ye took 
me not; but the scriptures must be fulfilled. And they all forsook 
him and fled.” 


They, arc the Apostles, and their collapse is related with 
considerable reserve. 

The other two Synoptics have worked on this text, adding 
edifying rhetoric (for example, the little homily which Matthew 
xxvi. 52 ff. makes Jesus address to the disciple who cut off 
the servant's car), or details which have no historical value 
(for example, Luke xxii, 50 knows that it was the right ear, 
while John xviii. 10 asserts that it was Peter himself who cut 
it off and that the victim's name was Matchus). Tuken literally 
the Marcan account is full of strange and unlikely statements ; 
but he is much Jess interested in the exactness of the facts 
than in the impression he wants to give and his anxiety to save 
appearances. He knows that the believer, unmindful of the 
foreordained necessity of the Passion, according to God's plan, 
will be shocked at the Apostles’ cowardice and will ery: Then 
they merely looked on and did not resist ? The Evangelist 
replies; Yes, they resisted, but Jesus himself reminded them 
that the scriptures had to be fulfilled and the will of God obeyed.* 


1 réy ovaanpor is the equivalent of the Latin tesxera: word of 
command, agreed signal. 

"It is the kiss given by the disciple to the Maxter as a mark of 
Tespect and affection; it is the normal practice (cf. CCCXVIL, 340). 
Moreover, it is the hand and not the face which the disciple kisses. 
Cf. BB, Salutations, sec. 2. 

* Matthew and Luke stress this point: the former by inserting the 
surprising speech which he imputes to Jesus and which all the prople 
are supposed to listen to respectfully ; the latter by making Jesus the 
means of healing the wounded car. 
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That is why the disciples could ficc without guilt or remorse. 
The double intention of the account therefore appears to be to 
show the Lord asserting in his full sovereignty the necessity 
for accomplishing his mission—a point much stressed by John 
~—and excusing and exculpating his disciples. The most that 
historical accuracy can, strictly speaking, retain of all this is 
that Jesus was arrested on the Mount of Olives, and that his 
disciples abandoned him in dismay. 

But by whom was he arrested? That is the main ques- 
tion; leaving aside the problems concerning the place, time 
and circumstances of the arrest. The three Synoptics, which 
draw on a single source, are unanimous in assigning the respon- 
sibility to the Jews. Lawycrs have been specially interested 
in it as a case and have taken delight in complicating it, by 
treating the Gospel statements with a strictness applicable to 
the articles of a code but quite irrelevant to the preoccupations 
of the redactors and out of place in view of the inconsistencies 
which they present. They have, for example, affirmed that 
an arrest by the Jewish authorities was in this case illegal be- 
cause a capital offence was involved. The procurator alone 
was competent and able to act.?_ The statement is not accurate, 
for in religious matters the Sanhedrin was competent in all cases 
and it had full authority to apprehend the prophet." Besides, 
the Synoptic account docs not give us the impression of a 
regular act. but of a sudden disorderly affair carried out privately. 
It is unneeessary to emphasize a point which cannot be pressed 
where allegations are so vague. It gocs without saying that 
if Jesus was tried first by the Sanhedrin he must have been 
arrested by Jews acting on the orders of the Temple authorities, 
or on the initiative of other zcalous members of the priesthood, 
for Roman soldiers would never have taken him before a Jewish 
tribunal. But, as we shall see, nothing is less certain than the 
trial before the Sanhedrin and it is not impossible that some 
prominent people of the City may have taken it upon them- 
selves to scize the Nazarene and hand him over to Pilate as 
a dangerous agitator. 

The Fourth Gospel takes a different point of view. It tells 
us (xviii. 8) that Judas “having received a band (Aafiv vi 
ansigay) of men and officers (Sanpétac) from the chief priests 
and Pharisees,” went to the place where he knew he would 
find his Master. The band (ozeiga) is the Roman force garri- 
soned in the Antonia tower, for a little farther on its commander 

1 Cf. on this point the very judicious remarks of XVI, ii, 184, n. 2.— 
Very full bibliography, 137 ff. 

* CCXXVEL, 00f-; CCXEX, 149 7. * XVI, 188 J. 
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is called chiliarch {y<A/agyoc), aterm which the Vulgate rightly 
renders as irthunus.t There would therefore be a force of 
Roman police followed by a more or less disorderly band of 
people. In this case it appears that it is the Romans who 
have arrested Jesus. But what authority had Judas to summon 
the cohort and why should there be an appeal to a large armed 
force when a troop would have sufficed ? Underlying the 
Evangelist’s show of accuracy is his usual desire to magnify 
Jesus by showing him supremely superior, both to Romans and 
to Jews: everyone is amazed at hearing him answer “ J am 
he ” when they have said that they are secking Jésus of Nazareth 
(xviii. 6). The story has been questioned.* The objection has 
also been raised that, as John always tends to exculpate the 
Romans and charge the Jews, it is strange that in these tragic 
circumstances he should assign to the former an unpleasant 
part, if they had not actually played it,*simply because it suited 
his purpose. Various objections have been raised to the docu- 
mentary evidence for the hypothesis of his arrest by the Rontans. 4 
But they appear to carry little more weight than the argu- 
ments alleged in defence of the hypothesis. All that can be 
admitted is that the Synoptics may, in their desire to place 
the whole responsibility on the Jews, have systematically 
disregarded all memory of the Roman police ; but it remains 
equally possible that John introduced them to heighten the 
effect. The suggestion that the Fourth Gospel had access to 
a source unknown to the others in this instance appears un- 
likely.* Perhaps the examination of the circumstances of the 
trial will shed some light on the obscure point we have just 
been studying. 


TI 
Tue TriaL 


The schema of the synoptic tradition regarding the trial may 
be given as follows: (a) Jesus is taken to the High Priest's 
house by the band which has arrested him, and the Sanhedrin 
assembles there at once, in the middie of the night. (b) He 
is questioned by the High Priest, confronted with supposed 

{ Oxx, 205. CHL, ii, 578; CCLXXIX-a, 821. * CCVI, 75. 

“GJ. Spitts, Das Johannes Evangelium als Quelle der Geach. Jesu., 
850 ff. OUKXVHL, 929. Gottingen, 1910. 
« Goguel ait, 448-65), who examines the question carefully 


and believes in collusion between the Jewish and Roman authorities. 
The supposition tends to contradict our texts and to favour Juhn. 
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witnesses, ill-treated and finally condemned to death for blas- 

Ihemy. {c) In the morning there is another mecting of the 
Sanhedrin which decides to take him before Pilate. (d) The 
trial is reopened before the Procurator on a charge which in 
Luke xxiii. 2 is only of inciting the people to revolt, forbidding 
them to pay tribute to Cesar and claiming to be the Messianic 
King. Further, the really judicial part of this second trial 
is reduced almost to nothing. It can be divided into four 
episodes : the interrogation ; the comparison before the people 
of Jesus and Barabbas; the sentence given under pressure 
from the Jews; the scourging. 

This succession of events appears at first fairly probable 
if the details are not subjected to a careful and critical examina- 
tion, but this impression is dispelled by study of the passages. 
It immediately becomes obvious that the schema already men- 
tioned is only obtained by neglecting the glaring disagreements 
between the Evangelists ; or more exactly, by exclusively follow- 
ing Mark and Matthew (and Matthew merely follows Mark). 
The order of the events is given differently by Luke, and con- 
veys a different impression. Thus the Third Gospel only speaks 
of one meeting of the Sanhedrin, in the morning; it mentions 
no witnesses ; the accusation is only brought on the grounds 
of Jesus’ Messianic claims ; no judgment is pronounced ; the 
prisoncr has confessed. They are satisfied with taking him to 
Pilate; the Sanhedrin has neither judged nor condemned. 

The Lucan narrative gives the impression that this is a case 
which concerns the Procurator, or has at least been tried by 
him, although here again there is no question of sentence having 
been passed, only that Jesus has been abandoned to the Jews. 
Docs it mean that Luke had access to a private source or pre- 
ferably,! has merely worked over the Urmarcus which Mark 
must have modified in order to throw the blame on the Jews ? 
It is difficult to reply, byt even if it were easy we should still 
not know which of the two accounts comes nearer the truth, 

In John another presentation is given: Jesus is conducted 
to “ Annas first; for he was father in law to Caiaphas, which 
was the high priest thai same year”’ (xviii. 18). The awkward- 
ness and vagueness of the Johannine passage (xviii. 18-24) 
prove that the first redactor had probably written “ to Annas 
the high priest that same year,” and that the mention of Caiaphas 
is only a later correction after Matthew xxvi. 57. From which 


' Especially with regard to the observation that he has transferred 
to the morning session what he found in Mark in the evening session. 
Cf. CIV, 539, and LXXXVI, 164. The whole Lucan verse shows traces 
of artificial redaction. 
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it follows that tradition was uncertain of the name of the High 
Priest who was thought to have presided at the Jewish trial 
of Jesus.! Annas questions the accused prophet “of his 
disciples, and of his doctrine” (xviii. 29), which is the vaguest 
of formulas ; then he sends him bound to Caiaphas, but noth- 
ing happens there (xviii. 24 ff.). In the early morning they 
take the prisoner to the pretorium. It is Pilate who is to try 
and, by implication, to condemn him (xix. 16). Jt has never been 
@ question of the Sanhedrin. 

The divergences just noted can only be reconciled artificially 
by placing them arbitrarily in a chronological sequence and 
supposing that the episodes supplement cach other. 

Let us return to the schema. It contains serious difliculties, 
over which the harmonizing school of commentatars has 
expended much subtlety without great result. These are the 
chief difficulties : (2) Jews do not begin a trinl on the day of 
the Passover.* Why are all the actors in the case rushing 
about the streets instead of eclebrating the feast in a suitable 
religious way, since according to the Marcan chronology at 
least the arrest and appearance of Jesus before the Sanhedrin 
took place on the Passover night ¥? () The Johannine 
chronology docs not remove the difficulty, since a nocturnal 
sitting of the Sanhedrin is out of all probability. Jewish 
custom does not allow of a nocturnal judgment ; it also pro- 
hibits a judgment from being given on the same day as the 
interrogation.‘ (c) Further, has the Sanhedrin the right to 
pronounce a capital sentence? The point has becn much 
diseussed,* but I believe the question has now been settled in 
the affirmative, that the Sanhedrin had authority to pass a 
sentence of capital punishment for a religious crime.“ (d) How- 
ever, when the Jews take Jesus before Pilate a fresh trial 
commences, as if the Sanhedrin had neither tried nor decided the 
case. Nor does this trial resemble in any way the handing 
over of a heretic to the secular arm by an ecclesiastical tribunal 
(Loisy). Again, if Pilate had only to confirm the decision of 
the Jewish tribunal, as some have maintained, the punishment 
would also have been Jewish: stoning, the stake, strangling 

1 Mark does not name him; nor Luke xxii, 58, But Luke iii. 2 
gives Annas, likewise Acts iv. 6. Cf. COXXVH', 

* XXIY, ii, 210. + LXXXIML, ii, 198 7. 

‘Goguel, Juife et Romains dans Mhistoire de la Passion, RHR, 1xii, 
1910, 42. 

+ Cf. XXIK, ii, 208 ff.; COXKVIL, 62f.; Goguel, Juifs, and f.; 
OCXXX, 149 f.; CCXII, 1107. 

*Mommnen, ZNTW, 1002, 199; Droit pénal, i, 270 ff. Decisive 
proof rests on XVI, ii, 185 J. XXII, 219, however, still contests ft. 
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or decapitation ; but crucifixion was Roman? The first two 
Synoptics give the impression that the real condemnation which 
was followed by death in a Roman manner was pronounced 
by the Roman procurator. It seems extraordinary that in the 
detailed account of the trial before the Sanhedrin, stress should 
be placed on the crime of claiming to be the Messiah (Mark 
xiv. 6t and Synopsis) which was the only one of the accusations 
brought against Jesus which could interest Pilate. The Marcan 
account of the same trial pays special attcntion to three epi- 
sodes: (1) the deposition of witnesses (xiv. 55 ff.); (2) the 
interrogation of the prisoner (xiv. 60 ff.) ; (8) the ill-treatment 
inflicted on Jesus by the audience and the servants {xiv. 65 ff.). 
Now these three episodes are repeated in the trial before Pilate : 
Jewish testimony (xv. 1); questioning by the Procurator 
(xv. 2); insults of the soldicry (xv. 16-20). This parallelism 
is disquicting. There is ecrtainly duplication and everything 
to believe that it is the trial before the Sanhedrin 
which is redundant.® 

This trial appears to be nothing but an artifice, which is 
clumsily introduced with the object of laying the main respon- 
sibility for the death of Jesus on the Jews, just as the episode 
of Barabbas, which we are about to come to, is only brought 
in to make Pilate a guarantor of the innocence of Jesus. The 
question arises, moreover, how the Evangelist could have known 
what was said and done at the supposed nocturnal mecting of 
the Sanhedrin, since the only disciple near enough to the scene, 
Peter, was at that time occupied in the courtyard of the High 
Priest denying his Master at cockcrow (Mark xiv. 58-72). Of 
course there is always the possibility of a later testimony by 
Joseph of Arimathwa or some other member of the Sanhedrin 
converted after the Resurrection, but that is a desperate resort 
and was certainly not assumed by the Evangelists. 

Ingenuity and a certain disregard of the texts are all that 
is needed for finding ways of reconciling even the worst con- 
tradictions. We need not dwell on those which the Gospel 
accounts of the Passion have undergone.* The trial before 
the Jewish tribunal ¢ remains quite contrary to all probability. 
The only concession that can possibly be made would be to 

‘ OXLIV, 149. * CCLXXIX-a, 316. 

* Cf. the different works concerning the trial of Jesus, quoted above. 
The latest one published: Max Radin, The Trial of Jesus of Nazareth, 
University of Chicago Press, 1981, is not convineing. It is a triumph 
of the subjective method. 

‘CXLIV, 58, who has made a special study of the question and 
concludes that the whole story of this trial is a pure fiction (Dichtung). 
—Contra: CLYI-a, 486-95. 
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follow Luke in regarding the sitting of the Sanhedrin, on the 
morning of the Passion (Luke xxii, 66), as a kind of meeting 
for consultation in which the Jews would take precautions 
against Jesus before bringing him before Pilate. It would stilt 
be necessary first of all to admit that the arrest was made by 
the Jews, which is more than doubtful. 

In reality, if starting from Mark, all the Gospel passages 
concerning the respective responsibility of the Procurator and 
the Jews in the Passion are placed in chronological order, a 
systematic effort to clear the former and implicate the latter 
at once becomes apparent. Let us examine the passages : 


Matthew. Luke. Jobin. 
Insistence on Pilate’s Sending of Jesusto Proclamation of 
desire to free Jesus Herod (xxiii. 6-16). Jesus’ innocence by 
(xxvii, 6-18); dream It is he and his Pilate three times over 
ofthe Procurator'swife soldiers who insult (xviii, 58; xiX. 4, 
(xxvii. 19); assertion Christ and not those xix. 6); he abandons 
by Pilate that the Jews of Pilate (xxiii, 11). Jeaun because the Jews 
ate acting out of envy Positive assertion of make him fear a de- 
(xxvii, 18) ; washing of Jesus’ innocence by nunciation to the Em- 
the hands; acceptance Pilate (xxiii. 14), who peror, but he does not 
of responsibility by the doesnotcondemn him formally condemn bite 
Jews (xxvii, 24-8). hut abandons him to (xix, 12-16). 
the Jews because they 
insist (xxiid. 21-5). 




















It docs not seem rash to suppose, in view of this 
glossing of the tradition between Mark and John, in the direc- 
tion of incriminating the Jews, that the earliest Christian 
records attributed all the responsibility for the death of Jesus 
to the Roman prucurator. However this may be, it is at any 
rate impossible for us now to know what happened on this 
important point, and in particular we cannot find the true facts 
in Mark’s account, 

The Nazarene now stands before Pilate, the procurator of 
Judea. The latter is an official of equestrian rank, possessing the 
jus gladit. Josephus {Ant., 18, 1, 1) subordinates him to the 
legate of Syria, but he is probably mistaken and must be con- 
fusing special missions in the country entrusted to the governor 
of Syria and, perhaps, a kind of appellate jurisdiction granted 
specially to him, with the regular exercise of a superior auth- 
ority.2. He resides generally in Cesarea, on the cuast, but he 
comes to Jerusalem for the great feasts because of the danger 
of possible trouble from the influx of pilgrims. He then takes 


Cf. XXIX, i, 4567. on the government of the procurators in Judes. 

*Mommecn, Hist. romaine, ix, 91, n. 1 of the translation. Contra: 

Marquardt, L'organisation de f Empire romain, ii, 356 of the translation. 
z Pr 
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up his residence in the fortress of Herod’s palace in the west 
of the city. It is there, no doubt, that Jesus is taken, since 
the pretorium was always in the governor's residence. Mark’s 
account (xv. 1 ff.) of the scene is as follows: 


* And straightway in the morning the chief priests (thal is to 
say the priesta belonging to the great saccrdotal famitics as well as the 
high priest for that year and his predecessors) held s consultation 
with the elders and scribes and the whole council, and bound Jesus, 
and curried him away, and delivered hin to Pilate. And Pilate 
asked him, Art thou the King of the Jews? And he answering 
said unto Phun wayest it, And the chief priests necused him 
of many thingy: but he answered nothing. And Pilate asked him 
waying, Auswerest thou nothing ? behold how many things 
thee, But Jesus yet answered nothing; so 












‘y r 
that Pilate marveile 


There are many objections to the probability of this account : 
Are we to suppose that Pilate places himself at the Jews’ 
disposal, sitting in his tribunal from dawn on a feast. day when 
he knows there can be no trial? that without preliminary 

juestioning he confrouts Jesus with the capital charge ; Dost 

thou claim to be the Messiah ? Roman justice was a more 
orderly affair. Moreover, it may well be asked whether the 
governor had ever heard of the Nazarene before seeing him 
that day. Morcover, at the first question put by this pagan, 
Jesus confesses what he had always forbidden his disciples to 
say, that he is the Messiah, Truly an unfortunate moment 
for such an avowal. The words Thou sayest it (ob Aégyets) have 
been much discussed ; but the Evangelist certainly took them 
to be a confession, because he has interpreted it in advance 
for us in the trial before the Sanhedrin (xiv. 61 ff.) : 






“ Again the bigh priest asked him, and said unto him, Art thou 
the Christ, the Son of the Blessed ? And Jesus said, I am: and 
ye shnll see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, 
and coming in the clouds of heaven.” 








But we must remember that Mark does not trouble to 
observe judicial forms ; he is only concerned with the attitude 
which it was fitting for the Lord to maintain before a Roman 
judge, and with his own purpose which was to prove that the 
Nazarene was the Messiah. The Jews then seem to multiply 
their accusations, but the Evangelist does not state what any 
of them were ; and from the evidence we must conclude that 
he knew nothing about the questioning. It is, moreover, im- 
possible that a Roman judge should not have been more precise 


* Philo, Leg., 88 and 39; Josephus, B.J., 2, 14, 8; 15, 5.—Cf. XXIX, 
i, 458. 
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in his examination. There has been much talk of a parody of 
justice, but what reason could Pilate have had for parodying 
his own justice? The probable and decisive accusation is given 
in Luke xxiii. 5: “ He stirreth up the people, traching through- 
oul all Jewry, beginning from Galilee to this place.” While Luke 
records this accusation he docs not know that it was actually 
brought forward; he simply infers it from the circumstances. 

The rest of the Marcan account is intended to give us the 
impression that Pilate was favourably disposed towards Jesus 
and only yielded to the implacable animosity of the Jews (xv. 
15); but this is not historically truc. However unimportant 
the life of a Galilean nabi might be to him, he was not the man 
to be intimidated by the clamouring of the Jewish mob, and 
the episodes already quoted from Josephus prove it. If be had 
been convinced that Jesus was dangerous in the smallest degree 
he would have condemned him ; if he had thought the contrary 
he would have acquitted him. But the Evangelist cannot say 
the one and will not say the other. And so he attributes to 
Pilate a weak leniency which renders him incapable of either 
condemning or acquitting Jesus, so that in the end he abandons 
him to the murderous hands of his accusers, Matthew xxvii, 
17 ff. and Luke xxiii. 13 ff. have no more knowledge of the 
affair than Mark, but simply improve on his statements in the 
direction which he has indicated and which the exigency of 
Christian apologetics required at the time the Evangelists were 
writing. 

We shall not dwell on the cpisode of Pilate's action in send- 
ing Jesus back to Herod Antipas, the tetrarch of Galilee, who 
is also supposed to be at Jerusalem for the feast. This is an 
addition which is peculiar to the third Evangelist (Luke xxiii. 
6 ff.), and whose futility does him scant credit. It is a piece 
of pure hagiography, It is impossible to imagine the procurator 
giving such an example of renunciation at Jerusalem, The 
case can only be tried by an official in whose jurisdiction the 
crime has been committed. Such a transference of the accused 
would be at the same time illegal, absurd and dangerous to 
Pilate’s authority, We necd not be surprised that a reference 
to this legendary appearance of Jesus before Herod should 
occur in Acts iv. 27, since Luke and the Acts probably proceed 
from the same pen; but it also figures in the Gospel of Peter, 
where the tetrarch is represented as one of Jesus’ judges; it 
is he too who orders Jesus to be removed for execution :! “ All 
that I have commanded you to do to him, do it." There was 
therefore a legend which implicated Herod in the heinous crime, 

1 Beginning of the first fragment. 
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and finally made him completely responsible for it. It corre- 
sponds closely to the fiction of the trial before the Sanhedrin 
and represents another mode of achieving the same end. This 
is proved by the fact that Luke omits the trial: Herod repre- 
sents for him the Jewish authorities as did the Sanhedrin for 
Mark. It may have been fear of flatly contradicting the 
Marcan tradition that restrained him from going as far as the 
Gospel of Peter. 

In the cyes of the Evangelists their Lord had been con- 
demned by an appalling and immeasurable sacrilege, although 
vitally necessary und ordained by God ; Pilate thought he was 
only suppressing a Galilean visionary who, though probably 
not very dangerous in himself, should not be left to play with 
fire too long. The sentence and its consequences must have 
troubled the judge far less than the narrator. In reality we 
never find ourselves on the plane of history because the narrator 
is wholly outside it himself. The probability is that the Nazarene 
was arrested by the Roman police, judged and condemned by the 
Roman procurator, Pilate or someone else. 


Iv 


Tur Minox Episopes 





Before partially admitting this conclusion the Marcan 
redactor, in order to emphasize the responsibility of the Jews, 
introduces the episode of Barabbas (Mark xv. 6-11): 


“ Now ut that feast (at every Passover ¥) he released unto them 
one prisoner, whomsoever they desired. And there was one named 
Hiwrabbas,! whieh lay bound with them that had made insurrection 
with him, who had committed murder in the insurrection! And 
the multitude crying woud began to desire h to do as he had 
ever done unto them, But Pilate answered them, saying, Will ye 
that I release unto you the King of the Jews? For he knew that 
the chief priests had delivered bim for envy.” 







? This name means the Father's son. The coincidence has sometimes 
appeared singular. It was stil} more so in the manuscripts which 
Urigen claims to have secon and in which the persun under discussion 
was called Jesus Barabbas. On the questions which these comparisons 
ise, of. COXCH, i, 339; LXXXIV, 136. But Barabbas is not a 
ne (CXIV, 128). 

‘his insurrection about which Mark apparently knows nothing 
and we, if possible, still less, is considered by Mr. Eisler as one of the 
chief scriptural supports of his dissertation on the revolutionary attitude 
of Jesus before Jerusalem, a thesis which is based principally on the 
Slavonic Josephus, CY. CLIV, ii, 480 /., and the index at the word 
ordey;, We should note that Luke xxiii, 19, instead of the insurrection, 
says more cautiously a certain sedition made in the city. 
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When the crowd, urged on by the priests, shout for Barabbas 
and cry out against Jesus: Crucify him! Pilate asks: Why. 
what evil hath he done? But they only cry out again: Cructfy 
him! Then Pilate yields, setting Barabbas free and condemning 
Jesus to death. 

This is another very strange episode.* First, we have no 
other evidence beside our Gospels for this astonishing custom. 
It is incredible that no other Jewish writer should speak of this 
outrageous privilege that a criminal must be released if the 
people should claim him. Various attempts have been made 
to find instances of clemency exercised on behalf of criminals 
in certain circumstances.* That is, however, not the question 
here. Mention has also been made of the abolitio, which in 
Roman law could annul the proceedings which had been begun 
in a case, cithcr on the initiative of the plaintiff (abolitio privata), 
or by the intervention of the state represented by the Emperor 
or the Senate (abolitio publica). The case of Barabbas falls 
outside this custom. All that remains is a free pardon (indul- 
gentia); but if perhaps the Senate had the right to grant it 
(Mommsen’s view), it was actually the Prince who exercised 
that prerogative under the Empire, but it is extremely unlikely 
that his procurator would have the right to exercise it in his 
place.2, Doubtless Pilate could have dropped proceedings 
against an accuscd but uncondemned man, even if he thought 
him guilty, but how can it be supposed that he would wish to 
do so for a revolutionary taken in the act ? 

The real problem lics in the absurdity of the very conception 
of this privilege of the Jews: in the difficulty of understanding 
the sudden change in the attitude of the crowd obtained by the 
priests, when, according to Mark, it has been favourable to 
Jesus up till then. The scene appears more like a stage effect 
in a childish play than a picce of historical reality.* 

There has been no lack of explanations of the supposed 
custom, and of attempts to discover its origin,’ but none are 
satisfactory, because we have not the requisite knowledge. On 
the other hand it is clear that the redactor’s intention is to 
acquit Pilate and throw the blame on the Jews. If we must 


1 Merkel, Die Begnadigung am mm Passahfesie in ZWT, 1905, 203-816. 
Cf. XIXX, i, 468 f.; CLVI-o, 500. 

‘Livy, 5, 18; Atheneus, 14, 15. Cf. a. 414, and XCVII, 177. 

‘Contra! COXXVEL 1299. ;° CCXXX, 2: 

«CCLIE, 229, quotes an Egyptian Papyre ‘of the year 85 which 
makes the judge say to an eccused man: “ You deserve the whip, 
but I will make a present of you to the crowd.” 

* Cf. Cl, 889 f7., who wastes much labour. —_* OIL, Ui, 

1 oid, 652; CKLIV, 94-105; EB, art. Barabbas (P. Schmiedel). 
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choose between the different suppositions, it would be preferable 
to see in the story of Barabbas an application of the principle 
of symmetry and contrast of which the Evangelists often avail 
themselves : the Jews have to choose between the way of God 
and that of the Devil; they preferred the Son of their father 
the Devil to the Son of God (ef. John viii. 44).1 

Matthew xxvii. 19 inserts the story of the dream of Pilate's 
wife into the episode of Barabbas : 


“When he wan xet down on the judgment weat, his wife sent 
unto him, saying, Have thou nothing to do with that just man: 
for 1 have suffered many things thin day in a dream because of 
him.” 


This verse plunges us into the apocryphal legends which 
know much more than Matthew about this woman and her 
strange disturbing dream. They tell us that her name was 
Claudia Procula and that she was a Jewish proselyte (Beovetyc, 
lovdat{ovea) ; the Greek and Ethiopian churches canonize her.? 

We are confronted by a legendary variation of Pilate’s 
favourable attitude. The symbolical gesture of washing the 
hands,*? mentioncd also by Matthew xxvii. 24, is in the same 
category and the procurator himself explains it : “ J am innocent 
of the blood of this just person : see yc to it.” And the Jews cried 
with one voice (xxv.): “ His blood be on us, and on our children.” 
It was to fall on them, and heavily. Few of the sayings of the 
Gospels have done more harm than these, and yet they are only 
the invention of the redactor! It is a mistake to suppose that 
the Evangelist wished to emphasize the cowardice of Pilate ; 
he was only thinking of the Roman’s good intentions and the 
hatred of the Jews, because those are the only sentiments which 
immediately affect. him at the time of writing. He not only 
makes a Roman official express his sympathy with the prisoner 
by a symbolical gesture that is purely Jewish, but he has been 
naive enough to put into the governor’s mouth what is almost 
8 quotation from the scriptures (2 Sam. iii. 28), in the Septuagint 
of course, because that was the version which the author himself 
read. The people also, to show that they can do the same, 
complete the context.* 

* CII, ii, 648; XCIX, 221; CH, 521. 
and the symbol are both Jewish (Deut. xxi.6; Ps. 
13). Cf. KCEX, 221; LXVI, i, 1032. 

f 28 (it is David who speaks) : “Abipds els, ara» wai 
Baouisla por, | dé serglou wal Zug aldo; G43 raw alpdran “Agervig. vlod ran 

“ZT and my kingdom are guiltless before the Lord for ever from the 
blood of Abner the son of Nev” (cf. Matt.: "A@ge¢ els dxd tol aluaroc 
ratrov). And David adds: “ Let i rest (xatartnodrwoay) on the head of 
Joab, and on ali his father's house.” 
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Finally, however, as it is necessary to tell the truth, which 
is that Pilate has condemned Jesus, Mark xv. 15 concludes : 
“ And so Pilate, willing to content the people, released Barabbas 
unto them, and delivered Jesus, when he had scourged him, to be 
crucified." The text mentions no sentence, but the governor 
must have passed one since his soldiers proceed to carry out 
the execution. 

The Gospel account of the arrest, trial and condemnation 
of Jesus swarms with impossibilities, improbabilities and incon- 
sistencies, and is quite unintelligible from the juridical point of 
view. Nothing is settled by saying that every form of Jaw and 
justice was violated, that Jesus was not judged but assassinated, 
and that Pilate in a panic, condenmed him to death by a mon- 
strous miscarriage of justice.! We should have to explain first 
why this was so, but no explanation is possible. All hypotheses 
which support the veracity of the documents make the initial 
error of assuming that veracity is an article of faith, and hence 
treat as historical what is only hagiography directed to apolo- 
getic ends. It is quite cvident that such a distortion of the 
truth could only have been risked at a time when Caiaphas, 
Pilate and the Apostles had all disappeared. 

The truth, in so far as it may be discerned through these 
fantastic imaginations, would appear to be that Jesus was 
arrested by the Roman police, perhaps on the denunciation of 
the ‘Temple authoritics, as a Messianic preacher.2, He was 
brought Before the Procurator, confessed what he thought to 
be his mission, and was convicted on trumped-up evidence. No 
one defended him and the people were unmoved when they 
saw a prophet, a herald of the Great Miracle, suffering himself to 
be taken by the goyim, and stripped at a blow of his authority 
and prestige. Jesus, then, was condemned. If we ask under 
what law, we are referred to the lez Julia maiestatis (Dig., 48, 4, 
1), which, according to the lawyer Paul (Dig., 18, 19, 38, sec. 2), 
entailed crucifixion or, pro qualitate dignitatis, exposure to wild 
animals or banishment to an island. It is not likely that 

2 COXXVI, 110; CCXXX, 238. 

‘ Lietzmann (CCLXX-a, 321) supposes that the initiative comes 
from Pilate, who is alarmed by the tumult of the Messianic entry and 
the sympathy which the people show towards Jesus (er hat Anhang im 
Votke gefunden). Jesus is arrested because ale meseianischer Kronprd- 
tendent, he has been a disturber of the peace. The hypothesis would 
be convincing if it were possible : (1) to omit arbitrarily four days of 
Holy Week, for how can we suppose that the police delayed taking 
action at the risk of seeing the disorder spread? (2) to disregard the 
objections against the triumphal entry drawn from the arrangement 


of the narrative, as well as those which have a bearing on the Messianic 
consciousness of Jesus. 












472 THE DEATH OF JESUS 


Pilate, or any other procurator, would have troubled to base 
his decision on a statute. He was responsible for the main- 
tenance of order and would take what measures he thought 
necessary to that end, by virtue of his general powers. In this 
case he did not need to trouble about strict legality and the 
Jews would no doubt have been surprised if he had. 


CHAPTER 1V 
THE PASSION—THE CRUCIFIXION 
I 


Tue Pretimtxary Errsopes 


ESUS has been condemned to death. There is no reason to 
suppose that he was not executed. The Gospel tradition 
believes that he was crucified. But before his account of the 
last agony Mark introduces the two episodes of the scourging 
and the mocking. 

In itself it is not unlikely that Jesus was scourged, that. is 
to say, severely beaten with flagella, whips made of Icather 
thongs. The ordcal which was sometimes so terrible that the 
sufferer died from its effects (Horace, Sat., 1, 3, 119: horribile 
flagellum), seems to have been inflicted usually on provincials 
who were not citizens, as an aggravation of capital punishment. 
The disturbing point however is that the Evangelist: merely 
indicates the scourging by a single word (ggayeAddxrac), which 
is probably incorrect ; * the flagra, which were iron chains 
ending in little metal balls or cords knotted over small bones 
at the ends, were only used in exceptionally serious cases or for 
the punishment of slaves. Jesus did not deserve this refinement. 
of cruelty, but it was part of the Evangelist’s purpose that he 
should suffer it. The rest of the account of the Passion piles 
up every incident capable of moving listeners and readers in 
the deepest possible way. Hence, if Jesus was condemned to 
be crucified, flagellation as a preliminary ordcal was not 
unlikely ; ? and since it was inflicted in public the disciples may 
have known about it later. 

The same cannot be said of the mocking. According to 
Mark xv. 17-20, the soldiers led Jesus inside the courtyard of 
Pilate’s palace, where the entire cohort was assembled : 


“And they clothed him with purple, and platted a crown of 
+1, 890; XCVIIL, 179.‘ Codex D corrects to ghayeZiiaa;. 

* Of. Josephus, B-J., 2, 14, 9, who describes the execution of Jewn : 
piaribiy mpoasuadyero; " dseoravgioey =“ having lecerated them with 
whips, be crucified them,” Cf. BJ.. 5, 11, 1. 
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thorns, and put it about his head,? and began to salute him, Hail, 
King of the Jews! And they smote him on the head with a reed, 
and did spit upon him, and bowing their knees worshipped him. 
And when they had mocked him, they took off the purple from him 
and put his own clothes on him,‘ and led him out to crucify him.” 





These verses have caused a great deal of discussion, but 
history has not much to gain from it. 

Those who have admitted the historicity of the episode 
-accept the insulting mockcry, supported by other details which 
we learn from early documents, as a comparatively accurate 
report.?. For example, we have the grotesque seene prepared 
hy the peuple of Alexandria to insult Agrippa, the Jewish vassal 
king, as he passed through their city.4 They seize an idiot named 
Carahas and deck him with mock royal insignia. They hail 
him with the title of Marin, which in Syriac means Lord, and 
pretend to render him homage and demand justice from 
him,—Others have thought of a passage in Dion Chrysostom * 
about the King of the Sacoeu (Sacaea). A festival was celebrated 
in Babylon, at the time of the Persian domination, which was 
perhaps derived from an ancient feast in honour of Marduk. 
It lasted five days, about the 25th of March. A prisoner was 
chosen who was given all the honours and privileges of a king 
during the period of the festival, after which, however, they 
stripped him of his finery, scourged and hanged him. The name 
given to him was Zoganes.—-Others again have thought of the 
king of the Saturnalia who was drawn by lot and who presided 
over the festival with every fantastic extravagance possible ; 
and they have tried to conclude from the story of Saint Dasius * 
that in the fourth century a rite was practised in the Roman 
army in which a soldier chosen by lot was raised to the dignity 
of king of the Saturnalin, At the end of the festival he was 











» Christian tradition has represented this crown as a further torture : 
the thorns sink into the victim's head under the lashes of the reed. 
There is no suggestion of that in our text; the crown appears there 
solely as derisive, like the lashes. ‘The sokliers are not represented as 
rushing away to pick thorny plants and pricking their fingers in plaiting 
them. We should not forget that dxcifior otézavoy may mean @ 
cromn of acanthus. 

* Note that it is not said that they left the crown of thorns on his 
head. The iconographic tradition which represents it on the head of 
the Crucified is not ancient. The earliest representations of the Cruci- 
fixion (fifth century) arc without it. 

’ . 2, for the bibliography. ¢ Philo, C. Flaccum, 2. 

* De Regno, 4, 66.—CY. J. Fraret, The Golden Bough, London, 1914 ; 
iv, The Dying God, 118 97.5 ix, The Scape Goat, 102. 

“Published by Cumont, in Analecta Bollandiana, xvi, 1897, 5 JJ. 
It is thought to have taken place under Diocletian about 308 at Duros- 
tolum, on the Danube.—f. Frazer, Golden B., ii, 810; ix, 808 ff. 
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sacrificed on the altar of Saturn, or he killed himself there. 
This Dasius, a Christian convert, was, according to his Passto, 
designated to play the réle of the comic king, who scems to 
have represented Saturn, but he refused and was put to death.— 
Finally, some have referred to the feast of Purim (== the Lots), 
to explain which the Book of Esther ' (Ishtar?) was written: 
Mordecai (= Marduk) and Haman share the réle of Zoganes 
of the Sacwa. Up to the time of Diocletian, who forbade it, 
the Jews had crucified and burnt in effigy a Haman each year 
at the days of Purim, which in reality was “probably only a 
festival derived from the Sacwa. Mordecni’s ride (Esth. vi. 11) 
would be comparable to the Spring procession of the beardless 
king, that is to say of the young king Sun, in Babylon and in 
Persia.!’ Other customs of the same kind might also be found 
in the ancient world. 

It is undeniable that there are striking resemblances between 
some of the features which compose these different stories and 
the points most emphasized in the gospel story of the mock- 
ing. But resemblance is not the same as connection, and in this 
ease it is the connection, the derivation which concerns us. 

Some suppose * that Pilate’s soldiers are performing a rite 
in treating Jesus as they do: they confer on the condemned 
prophet the dignity of a king of the Saturnalia or of the Sacea, 
or of Karabas. There are serious objections to this hypothesis : 
(1) The story of Karabas given by Philo does not give the 
impression of a custom or a rite, but on the contrary suggests 
& grotesque parody improvised on the particular occasion of 
Agrippa's passing through the town. The idiot is not put to 
death, and it would be arbitrary to correct his name of Karabas 
to Barabbas to suit the case as S. Reinach would do. (2) 
The royalty which the tormentors are supposed to attribute 
to Jesus in mockery bears no visible resemblance to that of the 
prince of the Sacwa. (8) If we are to suppose that the soldiers 
identified Jesus, by the strangest of transpositions, with the 
king of the Saturnalia, it would surely be necessary for the 
episode to have taken place at the time of the Saturnalia which 
was about the 17th December, but there is no evidence for this. 
And above all we have no reason for thinking that the king of 
the Saturnalia would be known in Judea among the Oriental 
soldiers who apparently composed the cohort.‘ 

1 Esth. ix. 17-32.—Cf. EB, Purim; Frazer, Golden B., ix, 860 ff. 

+ COXCH, i, 335. * Ibid., 882 ff. 

+ We are not convinced by Reinach’s argument that Pilate would 
never have dared, even ironically, to address Jesus ax King af the Jews 
unless custom allowed it, because it is neither certain nor probable 
that Pilate did give him that title. 
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All that we can say is that there is evidence for the sporadic 
existence of the custom of a mock kingship; we might also 
suppose 4 certain mythical element in the episode, although it 
would not be easy to say where, for what purpose, and to what 
degree. 

Hence, common sense would seem to demand that before 
discussing the episode, we should be certain that it happened, 
and that the account of it is reliable. It is difficult to imagine 
Pilate’s soldiers indulging in such foolery as to make a wretched 
butt of a man condemned to death, whom the scourging must 
have left exhausted, and that under the eye of the procurator, 
since it took place in the courtyard of the prectorium. We have 
probably to do with another of those hagiographic inventions in 
which Martyria and Passiones abound, and its chief aim is to 
show in the most moving manner, by means of the liturgical 
drama of the Passion, how the divine royalty of Jesus was 
despised and insulted by blinded men ; * and also to what extent 
the Lord could humble himself and suffer for the salvation 
of those who should believe on him. Confirmation of this 
is to be found in a passage in the Gospel af Peter 





“Let us take the Son of God since we have power over him. 
And they clothed him in purple and placed him on the seat of judg- 
ment (Pilaie's own seat!) saying: Judge justly, O king of Israel ! 
And one ef them, having brought a crown of thorns, placed it on 
the Lord's head, | And some who stood there spat on his face and 
others atruck him on the cheek, or pricked him with a reed, and 
others again struck him with a whip, saying: Thus do we honour 
the Ron af God (rave 1 rue tyujouper tae vkdy rod Oeod).”” 





It is no longer the soldiers who speak and do this but the 
people of Jerusatem (cf. v. 5: ‘And he delivered him over to the 
people"). The apocryphal account improves on the canonical, 
but follows its method and explains its intention. It is more- 
over probable that Christian imagination has not simply 
invented the details, and that it was enough to record the 
formula King of the Jews, a title of derision to Pilate and the 
Jews, to suggest a connexion with the king of the Sacea.? 
This does not imply that the story of the mocking is derived 
from a reminiscence of the Sacma. 

On the other hand it is very probable that here, as in so 

1 OXLIV, 106 f.; XCI-«, 296. 

* A comparison is at once suggested between the Gospel of Peter, 7: 
wal ixdSicav adxér én} xabédpay xplaras; = and they act him on the throne of 
judgment, and Dion. Chrys., De regno, 4, 68: xaflCovgw el; rv Bgdror 
‘Tar tod famdios = they make (the King of the Sacea) sit on the King's 
throne, Cf. CKEXIX, 225. 
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many of the episodes already recounted, legend has not for- 
gotten the necessity of fulfilling the scriptures. We are reminded 
of Isaiah lili. in connexion with the insults, ill treatment and 
suffering which the Servant of God endures, cither in anticipa- 
tion or in retrospect. We find a link with the first interpreta- 
tion, suggested for the episode of the mocking in the emphasis 
of this famous passage on the blindness of men towards the 
unique figure whom they are insulting and torturing: 

“He is deapised and rejected of men; a man of surrows, and 


acquainted with grief: and we hid ux it were car faces from him ; 
he was despised and we esteemed him not ™ (lili. 3; ef. lili. 2 and 7). 





‘Two other appropriate passages come to mind : 


Micah v. 1: “They shall smite the judge of Isracl with a rod 
upon the check,” and Isaiah 1. 6: “1 gave my brek to the uiters, 
and my cheeks to them that plucked off the h T hid not my face 
from shame and spitting.” 





It is possible that this painful episode which takes place in 
Pilate’s pratorium goes back to the time when tradition attri- 
buted the responsibility for the Passion to the Romans. Lat 
when it came to be felt that the Jews alone were y, the 
seene of these outrages was assigned to the high priest’s house 
(of. Mark xiv. 65), while it was also possible to attribute them 
to the guard of Herod Antipas (Luke xxiii. 11). Through an 
oversight, of which the Gospels offer more than one example, 
Mark has preserved both versions, while Luke more logically 
or more carefully does not speak of the scence at the pratorium. 
The Gospel of Peter develops the tradition stil! further by saying 
that the whole Jewish people disown, mock, tnsult and maltreat 
the Lord of Glory. The episode, in its various forms, belongs 
rather to the spherc of the Mystery-religions, of Symbolic rites, 
or of the sacred drama, than to history. 








Il 
Tse Crucirixion 


When the soldiers weary of their shameful sport, they 
take Jesus away to be crucified (Mark xv. 20). Is it cer- 
tain that Jesus was crucified? At first sight the question 
seems even more surprising than the question: Did he ever 
ewist ? because in the synoptic tradition the Nazarene’s death 
has a more historical appearance than his birth and remains 
the strongest guarantee of his having lived. It is impos- 
sible for us to obliterate from our minds the vision of Christ 
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on the cross, we recognize it as one of the incontestable 
fundamental facts of history. Yet it has been denied more 
than once, Arguments of unequal weight have been urged 
against its reality, the first of which are drawn from the silence 
of ancient writers. We need not attach much weight to this 
argument because it is not legitimate to measure the importance 
of the event in contemporary cyes by that of its consequences 
for us. 

The death of Jesus has been compared to that of the King 
of the Saturnalia and the King of the Sacwa in the hazardous 
explanation of the mocking already referred to, but at that 
time these rites were probably only carricd out in cffigy. Such 
comparisons are superficial, and are disposed of by the fact 
that the mythical colouring of an event must never be confused 
with the actual event to which it is supposed to refer. 

An argument of greater apparent weight has been put for- 
ward: it is incontestable that many striking events in the 
Passion are due to the desire to exhibit the fulfilment of various 
prophecies, and do not correspond to any reality and therefore 
to no authentic memory. From this point of view the influence 
of Psalm xxii. is particularly interesting. Now we read the 
following in verse 16 of this Psalm ; ' “‘ For dogs have compassed 
me: the assembly of the wicked have inclosed me: they pierced 
my hands and my fect”’ (diguéay yeieac pov, xui nddog). Should 
we not think that the Crucifixion is only the fulfilment of 
this word and has no more in common with reality than the 
parting of the garments (Mark xv. 24), which proceeds from 
Psalm xxii. 187 This plausible hypothesis * would seem well 
founded if it were not that Paul on several occasions (1 Cor. i. 
28; ii. i. 8; Gal. ii. 19; v.26; vi. 12 and 14) positively 
bears witness to the historicity of the Crucifixion. It is no 
ground for objection that Paul does not say that Jesus was 
crucified at Jerusalem, since that was obvious to him and his 
readers. On the other hand it may be asked what possible 
meaning Paul's preaching, or the Gospel he claimed to announce, 
could possess, if it be denied that our Lord died on the cross. 
It is evident that if Paul lived, wherever or whenever he lived, 
he knew how Jesus died. We may add that if the Jews from 
whom the tradition comes, or the Tarsiot himself, had been 






1 In the Septuagint. The Hebrew is different, but the Hebrew text 
doea not matter here as the Greek editors of the Gospels did not know 
Hebrew. 

"8, Reinech (CCXCH, ii, 487) was led away by it before Eisler 
had converted him to his views. Cf. Aux clous de la croiz, in Congres 
hist. du chriatianiame (Alfred Loiay Jubilee), i, 114 ff. Paris, 1928. 
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inventing the death of Jesus, they would have chosen some 
other mode of death than the cross, which brought Jesus under 
the doom of the words : “ He that is hanged is accursed of God" 
(Deut. xxi. 28). No one creates difficulties on purpose when 
they can casily be avoided. But if the reality of the Cri xion. 
be admitted, it is casily understood that Hellenistic Christians, 
seeing in it the fulfilment of Psalm xxii, 16, would expect from 
the rest of the Psalm as usual the information which tradition 
refused them, and which would appear to them to be at least as 
valuable as the reminiseences of tradition, 

Hence it does not scem legitimate to doubt the historicity 
of the Crucifixion ; but exception may be taken to the details 
of the Gospel account. 

In its origin crucifixion was an Oriental form of execution used 
by the Persians, Phenicians and Carthaginians. The Greeks pro- 
bably took it from the Persians and the Romans from the Cartha- 
ginians, although Cicero attribute introduction into the City 
to Tarquin the Proud. In Rome it is the slaves’ punishment, 
which is gradually extended to other categories of criminals, 
for example to thieves and those condemned to death in the 
provinces. It was considered an outrage to inflict it on» Roman 
citizen.’ In Cicero’s opinion it is crudelissimum telerrimumgue 
supplicium ; it is also ignominious (Gal. iii. 18; Heb. xii. 2). 
Usually a cross was madc in the form of a T and was not very 
high. The condemned man was hoisted on to it with his hands 
nailed or ticd to the crossbar (patibulum) and his fect 10 the 
pillar. A strong peg passed between his legs and driven into 
the pillar supported the body, without which precaution the 
weight would have quickly torn the hands. The tradition which 
later fixed the form of the cross of Jesus (t¢ =: cruz immiasa), 
suppressed the peg and placed the fect on a support, has no 
authority for doing so. 

Mark xv. 22 indicates what he knows of the place of punish- 
ment in these words : “ And they bring him unto the place (called) 
Golgotha, which is, being interpreted, The place of a skull.” A 
small rounded eminence is probably intended.*  ‘‘ The authen- 
ticity of the traditional calvary is not questionable,” writes P, 
Lagrange.? We reply that cach day it becomes more so. It 
rests chiefly on the worthless opinion of the officials of Con- 











1 Cicero, In Ver., 5, 66. * XCVIM, 182. 

* C1, 426.—C/. EB, art. Golgotha; CXCVIIL, 450.; 5. Jercmian, 
Wo tag Golgotha und der heilige Grab? in Aggeios, 1025, 141-78. The 
recent case made out by Father Vincent, L'authenticité des Lieur Saints, 
Paris, 1932, p, 54 ff, who deals with sceptics impatiently, seems to be 
founded on shaky arguments. 
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stantine. Eusebius, who relates the discovery (Vita Con- 
stantini, iti. 25), dares not tell us that Christian tradition guaran- 
teed the accepted identification: he merely adds an unctuous 
phrase ahout the duty which Constantine felt was his to “ make 
visible to all, the blessed spot of the saving resurrection and to make 
it available for veneration.”’ Christian Faith, determined to 
know the whole topography of the Passion, has successively 
recovered all its details. It even knows that Peter, after his 
denial, went to weep over his cowardice in the grotto of the 
Gallicantus.!. The Holy Sepulchre is more famous, but its site 
is not more ccrtain, and Calvary, which is only about thirty 
yards away, is as doubtful. The expert archeological know- 
ledge of P. Vincent or P. Abel, which has disclosed to us so much 
of ancient Jerusalem, is not sufficient to convince the impartial] 
observer that the rocky eminence traditionally regarded as 
Golgotha was within Herod’s precinct, since it is incontestable 
that the authentic Calvary was certainly outside it.2 At first 
sight it is surprising that Christian tradition did not preserve 
an exact record of the place where Jesus died, but it must be 
remembered that the Christians abandoned Jerusalem at the 
time of the great Jewish revolt (in 66) * and that after many 
years only a small community returned, when the topography 
of the ancient town which had been overthrown by Titus after 
the great siege, and then by Hadrian, was irrecoverable by the 
newcomers. ‘The fourth century believed that Hadrian’s great 
religious buildings, his temples of Aphrodite and Jupiter for 
example, arose from the desire to profane the holy places of 
Christianity. Therefore they sought and of course found the 
latter on the same site as the former, and thus Calvary was 
disclosed under the temple of Aphrodite. There is naturally 
no reason to impute any such evil designs to the emperor of 
the second century and the reasoning founded on them has no 
value. It is only a very minor issue, upon which we need not 
dwell. 

According to Mark xv. 21, Jesus had to carry or drag his 
cross to the place of execution. Such was indeed the Roman 
custom.‘ Possibly because Jesus is exhausted by the scourging * 
the soldiers commandcer a certain “ Simon a Cyrenian, who 
passed by, coming out af the country, the father of Alecander and 
Rufus’ to carry the burden in his stead. People have seen 





+ Cf. RB, 190 

1 Heb, xiii. 
énaber), 

2 Eusebius, H-K., iii, 5, 3. 

“CKLIV, 172; XCVHI, 181; LXVI, i, 587. * Gl, 428. 


155. 
(Jesus) “ suffered without the gate” (2m zig ming 
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in the precision of this episode a reassuring guarantee of the 
reality of the Crucifixion. Too much insistence should not be 
laid on this. First of all Matthew xxvii. 82 and Luke xxiii. 26, 
who also mention the episode, named neither Alexander nor 
Rufus, from which it follows that the text of Mark, which they 
had before them, did not name them cither, and that this detail 
was added later, we do not know where or when. Neither 
John (xix. 17) nor the Gospel of Pcter mention the episode, We 
know nothing about this Simon whom legend numbers among 
the seventy disciples spoken of in Luke x. 1.4 The episode may 
possibly have been taken from some legend or tradition, the 
rest of which has not reached us. Later, the docetic sect of 
gnostics, who believed that the body of our Lord had only been 
a semblance, imagined that this Simon who was compeiled to 
bear Jesus’ cross, was changed by him into his own resemblance 
and crucified in his stead, while the Christ under the features 
of Simon himself stood beside the cross and mocked the exccu- 
tioners.* Contrary to S. Reinach’s* former opinion, there is 
no trace of this extravagant interpretation being the first form 
of the account and we cannot explain Mark by it, which is as 
much as to say that we do not know what to make of Simon the 
Cyrenian. We have no other example of a similar requisition 
to that which perhaps associated him with the Passion, but we 
have no need of such evidence to be convinced of the historicity 
of the Crucifixion. 

The Evangelists realized that they could not dismiss the 
fact with a bare affirmation of it and so they gave details of the 
Crucifixion. The wisest course would be to ignore them, but 
since their account is universally known something must be 
said about it. 

Mark xv. 23 writes; “ And they gave him to drink wine 
mingled with myrrh ; but he received it not."’ It was evidently a 
kind of anesthetic or narcotic. Proverbs xxxi. 6 said: “ Give 
strong drink unto him that is ready to perish,” and, according to 
rabbinical tradition,* women of high social rank in Jerusalem 
considered it a pious deed to prepare a drink of this kind and 
offer it with their own hands to men condemned to death, The 
custom is not Roman and, if we pass over certain difficulties, it 
remains a possibility. There is also, unfortunately, the likeli- 
é aegn the efforts made to identify Alexander and Rufus, cf. CI, 
ii, 659. 

4 Ireneus, Herr. i, 24, 4; ef. CORXXV-, i, 195 ff, 204; iii, 427; 

240. 


* COXCHL, iv, 181 f. Reinsch has apparently given up this view. 
Eisler’s opinions, CKLIV, ii, 529, are, on this point at feast, orthodox. 
* CXLIV, 177. 
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hood that the incident may merely have been taken from the 
verse just quoted from Proverbs. Luke has omitted this detail, 
while Matthew xxvii. 84, by replacing the myrrh by gall (olvoy 
peta zodic pepsypévor), has given it the opposite meaning. He 
has suggested that they were deliberately adding a further 
torture by giving Jesus something extremely bitter to drink. 
The reason is because he is not thinking of Proverbs xxxi. 6, 
but of Psalm Ixix. 21, where we read: “ They gave me also gall 
(xoAgjv) for my meat: and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to 
drink,’’! We shall find the second ingredient in a moment. 

When Jesus is on the cross the soldiers part his garments 
among them by lot (Mark kv. 24). The custom, well established 
by the time of Hadrian (Dig., 48, 20, 6), of regarding the clothing 
of those who had becn executed as the perquisite of the execu- 
tioners, may easily have already been in operation. From 
which we must not conclude that the Marcan redactor knew 
that this had happened at Golgotha; he knew, what was far 
more important, that it could not have happened otherwise, 
sinee he read in Psalm xxii. 18: “ They part my garments among 
them, and cast lots upon my vesture."" Moreover, John xix, 24 
quotes the prophecy and records its fullilment.? 

According to Mark xv. 25, it was then the third hour, that 
is nine o'clock in the morning. This detail, which neither 
Matthew nor Luke reproduce, and may therefore have been 
posterior to their redaction, is contradicted by John, who has 
placed the appearance of Jesus before Pilate at the third hour 
{xix. 14). We need not suppose that John is better informed 
than Mark, and it is preferable to believe that this third hour 
corresponds to the systematic arrangement of the day of the 
Passion by the second Evangelist. He divides it into four 
periods as he did with the preceding night; the Crucifixion 
marks the second period.? 

It was the Roman custom to carry a placard before a con- 
demned man as he walked to the place of execution, or to hang 
round his neck or place in his hand a tablet stating the reason 
for his condemnation.‘ Synoptic tradition claimed to know 
(Mark xy. 26; Matt. xxvii. 87) that a fitulus was nailed to his 


1 Many MSS. of Matthew continue: “tnd they gave him vinegar 
mixed with gall to drink” (60; instead of oivor), Tt is a mixture of 
this kind which the Gospel of Peter says was offered to Jesua on the 


cross. 

"Some MSS. of Matt. xxvii. 35-6, which also mention this, seem 
to have borrowed it from the Fourth Gospel.—Cf. COL, 86. 

2 CV, 458 f.—On the possibility of a copyist’s error in Mark, ¢f. 
XCVIL, 183. 

“Texts in CE, 420 and XCVII, 188. 
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eross with the superscription of his accusation (Mark) in these 
words : The King of the Jews, according to Mark ; This is Jesus 
the King of the Jews, according to Matthew xxvii. 87; This is 
the King of the Jews, according to Luke xxiii. 88; Jesus of 
Nazareth the King of the Jews, in Hcbrew, Latin and Greek, 
according to John xix. 19; This ts the King of Isracl, according 
to the Gospel of Peter xi. There is therefore a certain vagueness 
in the records about the exact form of wording, which suggests 
that the text of the titulus was simply invented in accordance 
with what seemed probable to cach narrator, and that the 
titulus was attached by tradition to the cruss because it was 
expected to be there. In ather words, if the details are not. 
improbable, they are not, however, proved to be historical. 

Tradition further said that Jesus was not crucilied alone, 
that two thicves,? one on his right and the other on his left, 
were executed with him (Mark xv. 27). rif is not 
impossible, but the passage Isaiah lili, 12 inevitably suggests 
itself: *. . . he hath poured out his soul (that is to say his life) 
unto death : and he was numbered with the transgressors.” Other 
copyists had alrendy thought of it and introduced the 
quotation into the text of Mark, with the formula: and the 
scripture was fulfilled which saith... .* Unfortunately the two 
thieves may be taken from another passage of the Old Testa- 
ment (Gen. xl.), where Joseph, a type and precursor of Jesus 
in the Christian interpretation of the Old ‘Testament, was 
imprisoned with the chief baker and chief butler of Pharaoh.* 
Hence the episode, although not improbable, very likely repre- 
sents nothing more than the fulfilment of so-called prophecies. 
It is hardly necessary to point out that the Evangelist knows 
nothing about these two malefactors. Legend was not slow 
to prove itself better informed than he‘: its pretensions to 
accuracy may make us smile, but it is to be feared that they 
leave us on the same legendary plane as Mark, 

Death on the cross was a particularly crucl punishment, 
because it might last a very long time. If the unfortunate man 
had a strong constitution he might last two or threc days. A 
picket of soldiers remained at the place of execution and passers- 
by stopped, stared and made remarks. Such is the scene which 
Mark xv. 29 ff. describes : the people insult Jesus, crying: ‘ Ah, 
thou that destroyest the temple, and buildeat it in three days, save 
thyself and come down from the cross!’’ The chief priest and 


1 nal oby ath oxavpotow dio Iyords . . . Anoric is an urmed robber, 
while xiéxty¢ is an ordinary thief, 

"Luke quotes the passage from Isaiah earlier: xxii. 97. 

* OCI, 62. *XCVIT, 184; CXXXI, 95; CXLIL 221. 
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the scribes, who have also come to see their victim suffer, 
exchange coarse and clumsy jibes at his expense: ‘‘ Let the Christ 
the King of Israel descend now from the cross, that we may see 
and believe’ (Mark xv. 81). At this point it is interesting to 
compare the Synoptic accounts. It is evident at the first 
glance that they are based on Mark, but the redactors have 
each enriched their source by a very instructive process. 

Luke xxiii. 85-7, beginning with his own form of the story, 
which made a large sympathetic crowd follow Jesus to Calvary 
(xxiii. 27 ff.), shows us the people round the cross watching, 
while the rulers (dezortes) mock the crucificd, and the soldiers 
also taunt him and offer him vinegar to drink. Matthew xxvii. 
89-48 adds to the words which Mark assigns to the members 
of the Sanhedrin, the remark: “He irusied in God: let him 
deliver him now, if he will have him ; for he said, I am the Son of 
God"; an addition which is arrived at by joining Psalm xxii. 8 
(He trusted on the Lord that he would deliver hin t him deliver 
him, sceing he delighted in him), to the Messianic confession 
which Matthew (xxvi. 68 ff.) put into the mouth of Jesus before 
the Sanhedrin. Both redactors have therefore improved on 
Mark, not from fresh information, but by drawing on their own 
assumptions or on some scriptural passage. Hence their 
expansions have no more value than the Marcan account. 
The question arises how the Evangelist could have known, not 
mercly the remarks of the passers-by, but those which the 
members of the Sanhedrin are supposed to exchange among 
themselves (ngég dddijdovs). Moreover, by an obvious artifice, the 
passers-by simply repeat what the witnesses said before the 
high priest. The presence of the members of the Sanhedrin in 
such a place on a feast day is improbable ; their most urgent 
desire must have been to escape from such an unclean sight, but 
the redactor wishes to incriminate them to the utmost.? The 
whole section is cast, so to speak, in the atmosphere of Psalm 
xxii., which not only inspires the account of Matthew xxvii. 48, 
as we have just seen, but also that of Mark in xv. 29, where 
the passers-by wag their heads (x«votvte¢ tag xepadds), as in 
Psalm xxii. 7: ‘ All they that see me laugh me to scorn: they 
shoot out the lip, they shake the head ”’ (éxivnoay tiv xepadijr).® 

For a vivid example of the way each Evangelist calmly 

4 OXIV, 181, very justly remarks that the use of worrlew {Iva 
moresowper) in the absolute sense is rather surprising here. 

‘CXIV, 181. That is why some distinguished critics (CII, ii, 670) 
consider versea 81-82a to be an excrescence (eine Wucherung).—Contra ; 
LEXXV, 836. 

* Lam,, 2, 15, has also been suggested : * All that pass by clap their 
hands at thee; they hiss and wag their head at the daughter of Jerusalem.” 
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follows out his own design, regardless of history, we have only 
to compare Mark xv. 82: “* And they that were crucified with him 
reviled him,” and Luke xxiii. 39-48, which tells us the edifying 
story of the penitent thief, of whom there is no mention in the 
other two Synoptics. The reason for this curious difference, 
which greatly embarrassed early commentators," is that Luke 
has elicited a symbolic meaning from the contrasted behaviour 
of the two thieves: the wicked thicf represents hardened 
judaism, the penitent one is believing and repentant paganism. 
Such an atmosphere is far removed in time from Golgotha. It. 
is probable that a reminiscence of the nbove mentioned imprison- 
ment of Joseph with the chief baker and chief butler, together 
with the words: “ But think on me when it shall be well with 
thee” (Gen. xl. 14),? suggested to the Evangelist the line which 
he has followed. 

It was not possible that Jesus should die without some 
convulsion of nature as a sign of the accomplishment of a mighty 
mystery. Hence in Mark xv. 88 we find: “ And when the sixth 
hour (that is noon) was come, there was darkness over the whole 
land until the ninth hour.” It is quite illegitimate to seek a 
natural explanation? for this great miracle, The Evangelist 
only adduces it as a sign, probably derived from Amos vill. 9: 
“ And it shall come to pass in that day, saith the Lord God, that I 
will cause the sun to go down at noon, and I will darken the earth 
in the clear day.’’ Moreover, the ancients regarded this sudden 
darkening of the day as the usual sign of nature's grief at the 
death of great men.¢ The death of the Messiah could not yield 
in significance to that of the great ones of the carth. 

At the ninth hour, that is at three in the afternoon, Jesus 
expires with a great cry after having uttered with a loud voice 
{geri peyddn) in Aramaic the first verse of Psalm xxii.: “ My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?’ (Mark xv. 84 and 
87), Luke xxiii. 46 prefers to make him say: ‘* Mather, into 
thy hands I commend my spirit,” a quotation from Psalin xxxi. 5, 
a perplexing variant. P. Lagrange * calmly says that the third 


CHL, ii, 672. 

‘Cf. Luke xxiii. 42: ‘* Lord, remember me when thou comest into 
thy kingdom.” 

. rat (CE, 432, who, although he recognizes that this is miraculous durk- 
ness, compares, for the benefit of sceptics, the phenumenon of the black 
sirocco which darkens the sky of Jerusalem at the beginning of April. 
We are back again in the tradition of the old German rationalists of 
the type of Paulus. 

4 XCV1, i, 114. Cf. in particular Virgil, Georg., i, 468 7; Consolatio 
ad Liviam, in Bihrens, Pocte minores, i, 104. 

*6, 592. 
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Evangelist omitted the Marcan exclamation because he thought 
it would be difficult for his readers to understand. He does 
not put another in its placc, “ but, according to the tradition which 
he followed, he says what this great cry was of which Mark had 
spoken.”” Happy the commentator who can be satisfied with 
such explanations! But explanations are superfluous. It is 
useless to point out that the anguished breathing which over- 
whelmed the sufferer from the first moment of crucifixion 
tenders the utterance of a loud cry after several hours quite 
improbable,’ because with the Evangelists we arc outside the 
sphere of historical reality. The Evangelist possesses the know- 
ledge that God seemed to have abandoned Jesus and that 
Psalm xxii. pointed out forthe prophet the via dolorosa which he 
must tread in order to accomplish the purpose of God. The 
quotation of the first verse of this poem is fitting from his pen, 
but it has no place in the mouth of the dying Jesus, because for 
Luke it is not a ery of despair but the supreme proof of the truth 
and fulfilment of the prophecy ; whercas in the mouth of Jesus 
it could only mean the shattering of all his hopes. 

Clearly it is useless to probe the mind of the Crucified during 
the horror of his execution ; but we can doubtless discern the 
attitude of the carly Christians who had to interpret the Cruci- 
fixion so as to make it endurable to their emotions and intelligible 
to their reason. They saw in this terrible catastrophe the fulfil- 
ment of the scriptures and therefore a Messianic necessity. 
Now the seriptures are in this case Psalm xxii, which the 
redactor has in mind all through his account of the Passion, It 
may he that the quotation given as the content of his cry is a 
duplicate of the ery and is secondary to it. But there is every 
likelihood that the cry itself corresponds more closcly with the 
purpose of the writer than with an actual memory. The first 
purpose that suggests itself is the fulfilment of ‘‘ a scripture,” 
namely, Joel iii. 16: “* The Lord also shall roar out of Zion, and 
utter his voice from Jerusalem: and the heavens and the carth shall 
shake.” This is the more probable since the preceding verse 
tells us that ‘ the sun and the moon shall be darkened, and the 
stars shall withdraw their shining."’ If our scriptural comparison 
is correct we must. understand the Evangelist’s idea to be that 
the cry marks the victory which Jesus on the cross has won over 
death and the Devil.* 

It has already been suggested that the vinegar offered to the 
dying Jesus to drink (Mark xv. 86) came from Psalm Ixix. 21 : 

1 0CI, 64; CLXXIV, 899, 412, 414, who emphasizes the medical 
aspect of the Crucifixion. 

"OCI, 75. 

















THE CRUCIFIXION 487 


“ in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink." Mark introduces 
it awkwardly between the exclamation and the cry as if he 
were repairing an oversight and wished to include everything. 
We have seen that Luke introduces the vinegar at the beginning 
of the episode (xxiii. 86). 

The Synoptic tradition omits two notable features which are 
given in John xix. 82 ff.: the soldiers break the legs of the two 
thieves in order to kill them, but sceing that Jesus is dead they 
refrain from giving him a coup de grace. Nevertheless, one of 
them with a spear pierced his side and “ forthwith came there 
out blood and water" (xat égijAdev eb00¢ ala xui Gdwe). The 
redactor partly acknowledges the truth when he writes (xix. 
86 ff.): 

“ For these things were done, that the scripture should be ful- 
filled, A bone of him shail not be broken. And syain another 
scripture saith, They shall look on him whom they pierced.” 


In reality the breaking of the legs (crurifragium) is in no 
way 6 complement of crucifixion: it is a special torture of 
which we hear in several sources.?- There is no evidence that 
this barbarous act put an end to the sufferings of the crucified ; 
but perhaps it was supposed to do so ;* its chief purpose was 
to make sure that the victim was really dead.? These con- 
siderations, however, do not interest the redactor. He has 
placed the death of Jesus at the hour fixed by Jewish custom 
for the sacrifice of the -paschal lamb, between the two evenings 
(Exod. xii. 6), that is to say, between sunset and twilight, about 
six o’clock, or between the declining (three o'clock) and setting 
of the sun’s orb. Now Jesus signifies for John the paschal lamb 
of the New Covenant, and Exodus xii. 46 enjoins that no bone 
of the lamb shall be broken. But what the Evangelist docs 
not tell us is that the water and the blood which flow from 
the side of Jesus are only symbolical and represent the water 
of Baptism and the blood of the Eucharist : 4 it is therefore 
the spring of eternal life which flows from the body of the 
divine Lamb. With such conceptions we pass beyond history. 

But the Synoptics have not kept us within its sphere, nor 
do they bring us back to it when they recount the various 
wonders which are supposed to take place as soon as Jesus 
has expired (Mark xv. 88; Matt. xxvii. 51 ff.).6 They are in 

‘ OXIX, 219. *CXXVI, 498. * Quintilian, Declam. maiores, 6, 9, 

+ OXXVII', 492; CXIX, 220, and even CXXVI, 500, who however 
believes in the historicity of the occurrence us based on the ocular 
witness of the Evangelist.—Cf. John vii. 88, 

* CIM, ii, o80 f.; LXXXV, 330; CI, 436 {f.—-Matthew improves on 
Mark ae usual. 
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the same category as the conventional signs which in Jewish 
and pagan antiquity announced and accompanied events in 
which the divine will seemed to be directly revealed.’ Their only 
significance lies in the conclusion drawn from the Passion by 
the Roman centurion (Mark xv. 89; Matt. xxvii. 54): “ Truly 
this man was the Son of God.” * These words would have 
represented nothing intelligible to the mind of a Roman soldier.* 
But the Evangelist is not concerned with historical truth nor 
with probability: the centurion represents the testimony of 
Gentile faith. It is also the redactor's faith and it rises towards 
the glorified Christ ; the Christ whom Mark pictures according 
to Paul, and whom his whole Gospel has sought to set forth. 
It is possible to think that at one stage of the editing of 
Mark, the Gospcl ended with this phrase, since it corresponds 
exactly to the one with which his book now opens! Luke’s 
account (xxiii. 48), which shows us the crowd dispersing over- 
eome with sorrow and smiting their breasts, is drawn from 
Zechariah xii. 10: ‘* And they shall look upon me whom they 
have pierced, and they shall mourn for him, as one mourneth for 
his only son... .” 

We have dwelt at length on the growth of legend round 
the story of the death of Jesus, because the details are so 
familiar, and their yery familiarity seems to render criticism 
superflious. But none of the details will bear close examina- 
tion, and all in the end fall outside the realm of history. All 
are more or Jess open to the charge of being entirely derived 
from passages of the Old Testament. 

It must be admitted that the circumstances under which 
the Passion took place were extremely unfavourable to the 
formation of a body of authentic reminiscences, Early tradi- 
tion could only avail itself of scattered, vague and indirect 
testimonies, but it has not succeeded in welding them into an 
organic whole.’ The Evangelists clearly felt the weakness of 
their evidence, since in place of the disciples who had fied, they 
stationed at Calvary the women . . . “ who also, when he was 
in Galilee, followed him, and ministered unto him; and many 
other women which came up with him unto Jerusalem” (Mark 
xv, 41). They are supposed to watch what is happening from 

1 Examples: in XCVII, 186 9.: XCIX, 225. 

* Luke, generally more reasonable, merely makes the centurion say 
(xxiii. 47): “ Certainly this was a righteous man”; that is, innocent, 
which is something quite different. 

2 CCl, 74. 

* LEEXY, 68; CI, ii, 608 f.; CV, 471 9.; CCI, 74. 
ae 166 ff., and on the details of the story of the Passion, 
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afar, and their real object is to guarantee by their presence 
the truth of what has already been said and still more of what 
is going to be added. The guarantce appears singularly fragile 
as soon as we begin to examine it, while the presence of the 
women that constitutes the guarantee is so necessary to the 
tradition that it was practically bound to he inserted. It is 
less dubious, doubtless, than the Johannine scene (John xix. 
28 ff.) where we see the mother of Jesus and his beloved disciple 
with the holy women near the cross, recciving the last instruc- 
tions which fall from it ;* but it represents the same anxiety 
—to establish a testimony. As a matter of fact, carly tradition, 
with or without the guarantee of the women, was not in a 
position to do more than assert the essential facts: Jesus was 
arrested, tricd, condemned and executed. Of that alone are 
we certain. 

The needs of Christian apologetics, changing with the growth 
of Christology and its tendency to apply more and more literally 
to Jesus those Old Testament passages which were supposed 
to be Messianic prophecies, that is to say which concern the 
Messiah, have at the same time eliminated some authentic but 
inconvenient details, and introduced into the Gospel pattern 
details and even whole episodes which appeared truer than the 
historical facts, because the scripture required them. What 
must happen did happen; what must be said was said, 

The whole Gospel tradition clearly collapses in the face of 
the positions here established. It is, however, the account of 
the Passion which is most seriously involved because the expan- 
sions and accretions of the Christian faith, in dealing with the 
Passion and the Resurrection, rapidly created a fabric of 
tradition wholly foreign to historical reality. 


» Luke xxili. 49 candidly admits this intention by saying that they 
are there with all those who know Jesus, to sce whut in happen 
ing (dedicat vavra). The Lucan redaction is probably influenced by 
Ps. xxxvii, 11-12. 

"The mother of Jesus here means thc Judaic community: the 
disciple, the Hellenle eummunity which must, in the redartors judg. 
ment, be the foriner's legitimate guide and offspring. CJ. CXXVII', 
488. 


CHAPTER V 
THE RESURRECTION 
I 


Criticism oF THE SOURCES 


YNOPTIC tradition believed that devout hands took the 

hody of Jesus down from the cross and laid it in the tomb 
on the Friday evening; that Jesus came forth triumphantly 
on the Sunday morning and that after an earthly sojourn, 
during which his disciples may have scen him several times, 
he ascended to heaven, and returned to God the Father who 
had sent him to men. By combining the different statements 
in the four Gospels, the Acts, Paul's Epistles and the first 
Epistle of Peter, the Christian crced has constructed an account 
of these essential events, that scems at first sight fairly con- 
sistent.' But this impression disappears before the most super- 
ficial cxamination of the texts and reveals instead a mosaic 
artificially composed of contradictory fragments, which have 
only been combined in disregard of their discrepancies by 
exhibiting as a sequence what are really alternative narratives. 

The problem is complicated: (1) because actually the 
Resurrection in the strict sense, that is the accounts which 
claim to establish it and relate to the discovery of the empty 
tomb on the Sunday morning and to the whole scries of appear- 
ances of the Risen Lord, cannot be separated from the burial 
which preeeded it and the Ascension which followed it ; since 
they are three inseparable parts of the same whole ; (2) because 
the sources themsclyes are confused and difficult to handle, 
requiring a detailed examination which would be out of place 
here. Hence we shall merely indicate the chief difficulties 
which they raise.* 














dv. 1, 778 ff. 

* Vast bibliography. We may refer to the great commentaries 
which have been utilized here: those of Loisy, Klostermann, Well- 
hnusen, Montefiore, J. Weiss, W. Bauer, und to Goguel, Le Christ 
ressuacité et la tradition sur la résutrection dans le christianisme primitif, 
in Actes du Congrés international d'histoire des religions. Paris, 1928, ii, 
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For convenience the evidence is divided into two parts which 
will be considered in order : (1) the burial and the resurrection ; 
(2) the appearances and the ascension. 


II 
Tue Buran 


The study of the Synoptic accounts soon reveals that Mark 
—our Mark or another older one—has served as the ground- 
work for Matthew and Luke. They have corrected and modi- 
fied him as they pleased, but their version only represents a 
personal adaptation and not additional, better or more complete 
information. A brief examination will convince us of this. 

Mark xv. 42-7 relates : 


* And now when the even was come, because it was the prepara- 
tion, that is, the day before the Sabbath,? Joseph of Arimathrn,? 
an honourable counsellor which uiso waited for the kingdom of 
God, came, and went in boldly unto Pilate, and craved the body 
of Jesus. ‘And Pilate marvelled if he were already dead: und 
calling unto him the centurion, be asked him whether he hud been 
any while dead. And when he knew it of the centurion, he gave 
the body to Joseph. And he bought fine linen, and took him down, 
and wrapped him in the Tinen, and laid him in a sepulchre whicl 
was hewn out of a rock.? and rolled # stone unto the duor of Un 
sepulchre. And Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joscx 
bebeld where he was Inid.” 








The sepulchre is therefore duly closed and its site is known, 
There is no nced to quibble over cxact archucological details 





225 ff.; by the same author, CLVI, ch. xi; L. Brun, Die stuferatehung 
Christt_und die urchristliche Ueberlieferung, Onlo, 1925. The remarkn 
of Burkitt, in Christian Beginnings, 66 f7., London, 1924, may also he 
read with interest, and the study by G. Bertram, Die Himmelfahrt Jesu 
vom Kreuz aus und die Glaube an acine Auferstehung, in Featgahe fur 
A. Deissmann, 187 ff, Tibingen, 1927. -Contra: Lugrange, Mark ; 
Matthew ; Luke; John, ad loc., CLVO, ii, bk. v, ch. iv. 
‘The redactor has forgotten that we have reached the day of the 
Passover and that the feast required the Sabbath rest for the whole 
a. 








* Arimathea is a town, from which the prophet Samuel came, 
according to 1 Sam. i. 1; this person appears and disappeary suddenly 
in the Gospel. He must have becn an important man to obtain access 
to Pilate thus: Mark therefore makes him a counsellor (fovievty;), 
forgetting that he ascribed the condemnation of Jesus to the whole 
Sanhedrin, 

* Should we not think of Isa. xxii. 16: “thou . . . that graveth an 
habitation for himself in a rock,” in this case @ sepulchre? And again 
in Isa, lili, 9: “ And he made his grave with the wicked, and (he has been) 
with the his death.” 
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which prove nothing at all: we may assume that Mark knew 
what a Jewish tomb was like. 

An account or mention of the burial is to be found also in 
Matthew xxvii. 57-61; Luke |. 50-6; John xix. 88-42; 
1 Corinthians xv. 8-4; Acts xiii. 29. 

Matthew abridges Mark or else he has an earlier redaction 
than ours before him, but he is probably correcting our source. 
As it might seem curious that s member of the Sanhedrin 
should be interested in Jesus, Matthew only says of Joseph 
that he was @ rich man. Since the words: which also waited 
Sor the kingdom of God are ambiguous he states more precisely : 
who also himself was Jesus’ disciple. As it might seem surpris- 
ing that Pilate should not know of Jesus’ death two or three 
hours after it had occurred, he suppresses the procurator’s 
astonishment and the calling of the centurion. He passes 
quickly over the preparations for burial but adds a definite 
fact, saying that the tomb belongs to Joseph and is new. 

Luke also omits Pilate’s astonishment and his questioning 
of the centurion. He knows that Joseph, a member of the 
Sanhedrin, is a good man and a just, who has not consented to 
their counsel and their deed, that Arimatheza is a city of the 
Jews, which is a picce of information for his Gentile readers. 
The women prepare unguents but rest on the Sabbath day. 

John embellishes the story. He tells us that Joseph was 
@ disciple of Jesus, but seeretly; he gives him a collaborator, 
Nicodemus, of whom we have already heard in John iii. 2, as 
a ruler of the Jews (dpyar tar “Iovdalwy). This man brings a 
hundred pounds of myrrh and aloes and it is he and Joseph 
who embalm the body, while the Synoptics attribute this to 
the women. The Evangelist wished that Christ should receive 
from the great ones of the world those honours which were 
reserved for the great.! Since it is late and the prohibited time 
is near, Jesus is laid provisionally in a new sepulchre which 
was near by in a garden. 

Paul says simply (1 Cor. xv. 8) that Christ ‘‘ died for our 
sins according to the scriptures; and that he was buried (é:dgn), 
and that he rose again the third day according to the scriptures.” 
For all that the Apostle tells us Jesus might have been thrown 
into the common grave of executed criminals. There is no- 
thing to show that he knew thesynoptic account. We must not 
forget that according to Acts xiii. 29 the Jews themselves who 
erucified Jesus took him down from the cross and laid him in 
the tomb, which might be an earlier form of the tradition than 
the Marcan one. The Jews do this in order to hide the burial 

> GXXVO', 897. 
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place of their victim, but God frustrates their precautions by 
raising him from the desd (xiii. 80). One fact, however, 
remains evident: the whole of Christian antiquity as far as 
we know was ignorant of Jesus’ tomb, and it was only rediscovered 
under Constantine in 826,' by the inspiration of the Saviour and 
as the result of a divine revelation. 

If we place our texts in the probable chronological order of 
the traditions or belicfs which they represent, we obtain this 
sequence ; (1) Paul’s evidence : he was buried. No details, no 
evidence, nothing more than a probable assertion necessary to 
an understanding of the Resurrection. (2) Evidence of the 
Acts: he was laid in the tomb by the Jews, who were anxious 
to dispose of him. (8) Evidence of Urmarcus: he was lnid 
in the tomb by a Jew, a good man and in authority, who wished 
torender him fitting honours. (4) Evidence of Mark, Matthew, 
Luke and John, who have no new source, each one arrang- 
ing it in his own fashion in order to make it more probable 
and convincing. From this preliminary examination we may 
conclude at least provisionally : (1) That the Synoptic tradi- 
tion of the burial is suspicious because it only produces un- 
reliable evidence, and because in Paul it is reduecd to a bare 
statement whose apparent precision does not seem to be drawn 
from any recollection and may not presuppose onc ; (2) that 
it was inevitable that the tradition should crystallize into 
definite pattern, even if it did not represent any historical 
reality, as soon as they were convinced that the tomb was found 
empty, and consequently that they should make this discovery 
the chief argument in the apologetic proof of the Resurrection, 

Our mistrust increases when Matthew xxvii. 62-6 tells us 
that the chicf priests and the Pharisees ask Pilate to place a 
guard before the tomb so that the disciples of the impostor 
cannot come and take away the body in order to cluim after- 
wards that he had been raised as he had predicted. Our 
mistrust arises not only from the fact that Matthew is the only 
canonical Gospel which contains this information, nor from the 
fact that the apocryphal Gospels have more of the same kind 
of information,? but because the episode clearly displays a 
tendency to make the discovery of the empty tomb more 
convincing. 

' Eusebius, Vita Const, 8, 20. 

Gospel of Peter, 29-34; Pilate's letter to Claudius, in CXXXIV, 76. 
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Tt 
Tue Discovery or THE Empty Toms 


On the Sunday morning, at the rising of the sun, the holy 
women come to the tomb to perform for the corpse those last 
offices which the Sabbath had prevented on the preceding day. 
They find the stone removed and go into the sepulchre: Jesus 
is no longer there, but @ young man is sitting on the right side, 
clothed in a long white garment,’ who announces the Resurrection 
to them and commands them to go and tell the disciples. He 
adds that the Nazarene is preceding them into Galilee where 
they will sec him as he had told them. They fice in terror and 
fear keeps them silent (Mark xvi. 1-8). The Resurrection itself 
is not related in the Marcan source, nor is it in the other canonical 
writings, but a time came for this reserve to be broken through 
and the apocryphal Gospels supplied the missing information.* 

The account in Matthew xxviii. 1-10 runs as follows: on 
the Sunday morning two of the holy women come to see the 
sepulchre; there is a great carthquake and in the confusion 
an angel descends from heaven and rolls the stone away and 
sits upon it: 

“ His countenance was like lightning, and his raiment white as 
snow: and for fear of him the keepers did shake, and became as 
dead men. 


Then the angel briefly addresses the women in words which 
are an obvious doublet of those in Mark. They are sore afraid, 
but also full of joy, and are on their way to tell the disciples 
when Jesus himself meets them and confirms the angel's words. 
“Go icll my brethren that they go into Galilee, and there shalt 
they see me”? (xxviii. 10). 

According to Luke xxiv. 1-11, the women arrive at the tomb 
and find it empty ; while they are perplexed two angels appear 
who reassure them and instruct them : 





“He is not here, but is risen; eemember how he spake unto 


1 ‘The usual Jewish description of angels. 

*In a Latin MS. of the fifth or sixth century, the Codex Bobiensis, 
we read in complement of Mark: ‘ Subito autem ad boram tertiam 
divi tenebrae factae sunt per totum orbem terrae, et descenderunt 
de caelis angeli et surgentes in claritate vivi dei simul ascenderunt 
cum eo et continuo lux facta est.” This passage is pisced between 
vo. 8 and 4 of ours. It cannot be discussed of course, but it shows 
an interesting tendency and gives us first-hand information concerning 
the reapect with which the early Christians regarded both the text 
and the facts of the Gospels and the events. 
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you when he was yet in Galilee, saying, The Son of man must be 
delivered into the hands of sinful men, and be crucified, and the 
third day rise again.” 

The holy women go and tell the diseiples, but the latter 
doubtless forgot the angels’ instructions, for they did not believe 
in the miracle.! 

According to John xx. 1-18, Mary Magdalene is the only 
one who comes when it is yet dark to the sepulchre and sees 
that the stone which closed it has been removed, She runs 
at once to tell Peter and the beloved disciple, believing that 
wicked people had stolen the body. The two disciples in great 
agitation hasten towards the sepulchre and discover, one after 
the other, that only the linen clothes remain. They did not 
yet know that according to the scripture Jesus must rise again: 
however they believe that the miracle has been accomplished 
and return whence they came, leaving Mary Magdalene behind 
weeping, because she still believes the body has been stolen. 
Then suddenly she sees two angels in the tomb, and as she 
turns Jesus reveals himself to her, and announces his approach- 
ing ascension : ‘but go to my brethren, and say unio them, I 
ascend unto my Father . . .”’ (xx.17). An cxamination of this 
episode (11-18) clearly shows it to be a redactional arrange- 
ment of details borrowed from the Synoptics : there is some- 
one in the tomb (Mark); two angels (Luke), Jesus appears 
from behind (Matthew); he spcaks to Mary (John).* 

The discovery of the empty tomb must be connected with 
the account in Matthew of the bribing of the soldiers who had 
been on duty at the sepulchre to keep silent (Matt. xxviii. 
11-15). The chief priests and the clders, having heard from 
the soldiers themselves what had happened, pay them heavily 
to lie: they are to say that it is Jesus’ Ics who removed 
his body during the night while the sentinels were sleeping. 
The bargain which has becn concluded docs not, however, 
remain a secret: ‘' And this saying is commonly reported among 
the Jews until this day’? (xxviii. 15). And this last phrase 
reveals that the object of the redactor who composed these 
two interdependent sections, namely the placing of the guard 








1 Some important MSS. add here that Peter gocs instantly to sce 
for himself that the tomb is empty and only contains the grave clothes ; 
but the verse cannot belong in this context, since it is at variance with 
the episode of the pilgrims of Emmaus which follows. 

+The borrowing from Matthew is revealed by the use of the word 

“ brothers ” to indicate the disciples : Matt. xxviii. 10: . . . dxayyellare 
wois ddeipos wou . . . John xx. 17: nogevou xpd: tots Belge, pov 
‘The expression is too rare in our Gospel sources for it to have becurred 
by chance. 
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at the tomb and the bribing of the guards, was to counteract 
a Jewish allegation against the Resurrection: hts disciples 
removed the body.* 

There are many serious contradictions in the canonical 
accounts of the Resurrection. It is evident at once that the 
statement which they have in common : the tomb in which Jesus 
was placed the night of his death was found empty the next morn- 
ing, has been amplified by various details intended to explain 
how it took place, and which, because they vary so greatly in 
the different accounts, are all suspect—at least of not corre- 
sponding to any memory and of arising from apologetic con- 
siderations, We might be tolerant of several contradictions 
which would be considered negligible in secular sources, but 
there are some which cannot be overlooked: Matthew says 
that the tomb was guarded, but Mark and Luke know nothing 
about it since they ascribe to the women the intention of going 
to anoint the body of the Crucified and show them to be only 
anxious (Mark) about the weight of the stone which may 
prevent them from entering. John is no better informed when 
he represents Mary Magdalene alone before the open tomb. 
Who is right ?—How many women come to the sepulehre ? 
One, according to John; two, according to Matthew and Mark ; 
three and others with them, according to Luke.—Are the 
disciples commanded to go into Galilee? Mark and Matthew 
assert that they are; Luke says nothing about it and the only 
word of the command which he retains is Galilee, in a statement 
that this is the place where Jesus predicted his resurrection, 
which has now been accomplished.—According to John, Mary 
Magdalene is commanded to go and tell the disciples something, 
but not what is commanded in Mark and Matthew.—What are 
the results of the message entrusted to the women? None, 
according to Mark, since they say nothing; according to 
Matthew xxviii. 16, the disciples obey and go away into Galilee ; 
according to John, the first announcement made to Mary brings 
two disciples to the tomb; we do not know what effect the 
second has since it is not translated into action; according 
to Luke, the disciples do not believe the women's story. 

These are only dctails, reply the apologists, it is the fact 
which counts. Livy and Polybius relate the crossing of the 
Alps by Hannibal in different ways, but they agree that he 
crossed them, and moreover as we see him at a certain moment 


1 In the Gospel of Peter, the argument receives another legendary 
nectetion: the Jews who have guarded the tomb with the soldiers 
go to Pilate and ask him to command the centurion and the guards 
to keep silent. 
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in Gaul and a little later in Italy he really must have crossed 
them. Such reasoning is fatal. The climination of details 
would leave us confronted by a fundamental affirmation in- 
validated by facts. Doubtless it is no sounder if it rests merely 
on contradictory evidence and is surrounded by irreconcilable 
circumstances, but that is just the question. Neither is it 
legitimate to compare the diserepancies of Livy and Polybius 
in the passage about the crossing of the Alps with those of the 
Evangelists about the Resurrection, since the uncertainties and 
contradictions uf the two secular historians are attributable to 
the fact that they are writing long after the event. and that 
they are working on different written sourecs which they have 
no longer any means of comparing with the event. 

In fact everything leads us to believe that the first Evan- 
gelist who related the discovery of the empty tomb said all he 
knew or thought he knew, and that the others took their point 
of departure from his account with no new sources at their 
disposal. They followed him, not faithfully, nor with the idea 
of elucidating his account by a commentary which respected 
its integrity, but with that of arranging—or disarranging—it, 
in order to render it more convincing, of embellishing it or 
merely of altering it, in order to produce an appearance of 
independent information, for after all none of the discrepancies 
have any apparent meaning. All the departures from the 
account of Mark—leaving aside the question of his reliability 
—proceed from the imagination or tendencious invention of 
the Gospel redactors. The meaning and nature of this work 
of adaptation become morc evident aftcr an examination of 
the extra-canonical accounts. 

We must first note—what is now generally acknowledged 
—that not one of them is earlier than Mark. They all show 
an anxiety to improve on the evidence of the canonical sources 
and to anticipate sceptical objections. The Gospel of the 
Hebrews,! for example, states that Jesus gave his shroud to 
the high priest’s servant on coming out of the tomb—a con- 
venient piece of evidence—and then appears to his brother 
James. The Gospel of Peter explains (28 ff.) that the scribes, 
Pharisees and priests, after secing Jesus die amidst marvellous 
prodigies, are persuaded that they have destroyed 4 righteous 
man (datos). But they fear that their terrible mistake may 
be disclosed. They therefore ask Pilate for a band of soldiers 
to watch at the tomb in order, they say, to prevent the secret 
removal of the body. Then, accompanying the officer, whose 
name is, of course, known to the narrator, they go to help the 

1 Fragment preserved by Jerome, De viris ill,, 2. 
3 “K 
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guards to strengthen the entrance to the sepulchre with a heavy 
stone, on which they place their seals, and they too keep watch 
beside the monument. On Saturday morning a large crowd 
comes up from Jerusalem to look at the stone and its seals. 
However the precautions have no effect and on Sunday morn- 
ing the Resurrection occurs triumphantly and the apocryphal 
Gospel describes it.! 

t also knows that both guards and Jews go to Pilate and 
confess hut in truth he was the Son of God, to which the Roman 
replies that the murder of the Son of God was their affair and 
not his. Yet he agrees to order the soldiers to keep silent, 
since the Jews prefer to answer for their crime to God rather 
than to the people. The whole story is plainly absurd, and 
displays a combination of the details given by the canonical 
Gospels with other extravagant inventions ;* but its intention 
is clear. Christ must be shown triumphing over all the futile 
ss opposed to his power, the miracle must be irresistibly 
authenticated and the Jews overwhelmed, becoming thus 
genuine witnesses of the Resurrection and the Risen Lord. 
The most astonishing thing is that the disciples leave Jerusalem 
in sorrow and tears, still ignorant of the great consolation, 
probably because the women who came to the tomb and who 
were addressed by an angel have said nothing or have not been 
believed. 

It is useless to linger over the additions invented by the 
other apocryphal Gospels,? from whieh nothing is to be gained. 
It is important, however, to note that they do not invent their 
method, they merely carry out ad absurdum the process set in 
motion by the canonical sources. We are thus brought back 
to the fundamental question of the historical value of Mark’s 
narrative, or, if the Marcan additions be discounted, of the 
value of the tradition relative to te discovery of the empty tomb, 

To say ‘ that the Jews accused the disciples of taking away 
the body of Jesus, hence that it is certain that the tomb was 
empty when the stone was rolled away, is futile because the 
Jewish assertion was not made in Jerusalem nor on the day 
after the Resurrection, That assertion represents an argument 
in a later controversy, a reply to the Christian proof of the 
empty tomb. Those who used it were not in a position to 
deny with certainty that the tomb had been found empty nor 
could they ever verify the fact they asserted. The arguments 

















+ Two angels descend from heaven to prepare it; the Ascension of 
Jaaich, iii, 15 f., knows that there are three and gives their names. 

*On details ¢f. . 

* CXLIT, 243 7. + CX, 420, 1. 
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and replies in the controversy followed like this: He is risen? 
—The proof ?—He has been seen.—By whom? By his disciples ? 
By you? But that proves nothing.—It proves that he was no 
longer in the tomb.— Then his followers had removed him to establish 
their fraud, Such an exchange of assertions would seem incon: 
ceivable if it were placed in the time and place of the events 
under discussion. It is obvious that if the fact of the Resur- 
rection was not acecpted while the discovery of the empty tomb 
was admitted, then the reason for its being empty had to be 
explained. 

As our sources are naturally opposed to any rationalist 
interpretation it is necessary. if un explanation is to be foutd, 
to create an imuginary one by distorting the real meaning of 
some detuil or other in the Gospel accounts. Much it 
has been wasted in an attempt to establish the probability of 
the removal of the body vither by the Jews,' or by Joseph of 
Arimathea who, having provisionally deposited the body near 
Calvary, would come and remove ‘it in order to give it a final 
burial place ehewhere ;? or by one of the women ; or hy seme 
disciple without tl owledge of the others? The ejection 
of the body by the owner of the tomb hay also been suggested ; 
or that Jesus was only apparently dead, and that, having fallen 
into w comatose state, he might have been awakened by the 
chill of the tomb, escaped, and taken refuge with the Essenes, 
or clewhere, and survived forty days or more. We need not 
delay over such thcor The varicty of the solutions pro- 
posed ¢ suffices to reveal their inconsistency. There is not. the 
slightest objective evidence for any of them.® Tt would be a 
waste of time to discuss such hypotheses since the discovery 
of the empty tomb seems improbable. 

By itself this discovery proved nothing; to bring out its 
significance an explanation was needed, based on the most 
stupendous of miracles. Mark has no hesitations and intro- 
duces an angel in order to provide such an explanation. This, 
however, would hardly convince a sceptic, hence the legend 
develops in the direction of the dircet description of the Resur- 
rection and the multiplication of eye-witnesses, Another line 
of evidence is felt to be needed: Jesus, who is no longer dead, 
must show himself in the neighbourhood of the empty tomb 

1 Here Renan qualifies with a “ perhaps“ (CLXIX, 42); it ix alvo 
A. Réville's view, CLXX, ii, 46. 

1 Accepted by Holtzmann, XCVI, i, 105. 

+ Renan thought of it (CLEIX, 40). 

«Paulus, Venturini, Schleiermacher, Hase, etc. Cf. CCOKI, 14; 
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or at least in Jerusalem; and that is what he does according 
to three of our canonical Gospels and even according to all 
four if we take into account the end of Mark (Mark xvi. 12 
and 14). Now we shall go on to show that the earliest tradi- 
tion assigned the first appearances of Jesus exclusively to 
Galilee. Therefore the story of the discovery of the empty tomb 
ig secondary und corresponds with a stage in the apologetic 
proof of the Resurrection posterior to that which might be called 
the Galilean stage.!’ This secondary character is also revealed 
by an examination of the episode itself; the discovery of the 
empty tomb, we repeat, has no value in itself, it is subordinate 
to the appearances amd it has no real effect on the disciples 
until onc or other of them has seen the Risen Lord. This 
proves that the belief in the Resurrection was founded first on 
the appearances. This being so, the discovery of the empty 
tomh, useless as far as the disciples’ faith is concerned, falls 
into the category of an apologetic or polemical invention and 
is eliminated from the realm of history.?_ We must also note 
that neither Paul (1 Cor, xv.) nor the Acts (ii, 14-86, and xiii. 
16-41) seem to know it. Paul's silence can be explained— 
with difficulty ; the silence of Acts, attested by two discourses 
on the Resurrection, onc attributed to Peter at Jerusalem, the 
other to Paul at Antioch in Pisidia, is only conceivable if the 
source used by the redactor containcd nothing about the 
episode. The storics of the burial and of the discovery of the 
empty tomb are connected, the first prepares the way for the 
second and arises out of it. They could only have come into 
existence far from Jerusalem and outside the circle of the 
original disciples, forty years at the carliest after the death of 
Jesus,? that is to say shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
when it was practically impossible for anyone to undertake the 
smallest research on the spot. The truth is that we do not 
know and in all probability the disciples knew no better where 
the body of Jesus had been thrown after it had been removed 
from the cross, probably by the executioners. It is more likely 
to have been cast into the pit for the executed than laid in a 
new tomb. 

The belief in the Resurrection upon which Christianity has 
been founded did not rest in the beginning on the assertion 











1 CXCHI, 70 f.; XXIV, 66. On the fact that the tradition of the 
Galilean appearances was originally independent of the tradition of the 
finding of the empty tomb, cf. XCIV, 112; XXXIV, 03 7. 

*CXLVE, 16, n. 1. 

* Cf. KEXIV, 68, who thinks about ten years after the redaction 
of L Cor, or thirty-three to thirty-five years after the death of Christ. 
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that Jesus, laid in the tomb on the Friday evening. came forth 
living on the Sunday morning ; but on the statement that Jesus, 
after his death, was seen by several disciples. Docs not Paut 
assure us that “ he was seen of Cephas, then of the twelve"? (1 
Cor, xv. 5). 


Vv 
Tue APPRARANCES OF THE Risen Lorp 


The appearances of the Risen Lord, which alonc can prove 
the reality of the Resurrection, are attested by various discre- 
pant sources. Here Mark forsukes us, for his canonical ending 
(xvi. 9-20) is clearly artificial. Although many eminent critics 
(Zahn, Loofs, for example) still place the first appearances in 
or around Jerusalem, there can be no reasonable doubt that 
the earliest tradition assigned them to Galilee. In Mark xiv. 
27 ff., Jesus says to his disciples on their way to the Mount of 
Olives after the Last Supper: It is written: ‘J will amtte 
the shepherd, and the sheep shall be scattered. Rut after that I 
am risen, | WILL GO BEFORE YOU INTO GALILEE.” These words 
in themselves would suffice to establish the only valid hypo- 
thesis. It has been supposed, with some grounds, that Mark 
did not end his Gospel with the silence of the women, but. went 
on to relate the appearances in Galilee, and that this ending, 
having been suppressed, was replaced by the one which has 
come down to us, at the time when the appearances in Jeru- 
salem! were accepted by tradition. It is, in fact, inconceivable 
if this tradition were the carliest—and Luke seems to regard 
it as the only one-—that the other should have been substituted 
for it, secing that the Galilean tradition, which is complete in 
itself, has no meaning as an interpretation of the Jerusalem 
tradition. If the disciples saw the Risen One Jerusalem, 
as Luke claims, it is incomprehensible that an angel, and Jesus 
himself, should tell the disciples to go into Galilee to see him 
(according to Mark and Matthew). The first and second 
Gospels have noted the dispersal of the disciples at Gethsemane 
after the arrest, while Luke, conscious of the difficulty that 
that created, has carefully omitted it in order to keep his wit- 

1 GOL, 811, based on the Gospel of Peter, of which the mutilated 
end supposes that the first appearances took’ place in Galilee, since it 
shows us the Apostles returning from there. It should be noted that 
there is another shorter Marcan ending, which docs not speak of the 
appearances in Jerusalem, to say nothing of the various combinations 
which the complicated redactional activity visible in the last page of 
Mark suggests. Cf. Huck, Synopse', 198, 222, 
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close at hand. The earliest tradition considered that 
ples were no longer in Jerusalem at the time of the 
Resurrection and had already returned to Galilee. 

The substitution of the tradition of the appearances in 
Jerusalem for those in Galilee arises purely from apologetic 
requirements. At a certain stage it seemed advantageous to 
place the appearances nearer to the time and place of death 
and to Jink them up with the discovery of the empty tomb 
which, if it were to prove anything, could not be left isolated 
and in the air, It is possible + that the earliest tradition 
oceupicd an intermediary position : Christ first showed himself 
Galilee, later in Jerusalem ; because it is natural that the 
cf that Christ was alive should have prompted them to 
return to the City and to await there the imminent parousia. 
Mark would not clash with this arrangement which at least 
presupposes the priority of the Galilean appearances. 

The carlies 
(1 Cor. xv. 3 ff). 


















source to mention the appearances is Paul 
It appears in the form of a catalogue : 












how that Chri 
that he wax buried, and thut he rose again the third day according 
to the scriptures: and that he was scen of Cephas, then of the 
twelve after that he was scen of about five hundred bretheen 
at once; of whom the greater part remained unto this present, 
but xome are fallen asleep. After that, he was seen of James ; then 
of all the apostles, And fast of all he was scen of me also, as of 
ove horn ont of due time.” * 









Paul says of these details that he has received and delivered 
them first of all (ev zoebrorz); that is to say, as the central and 
fimdamental teaching, The Resurrection properly speaking 
ix proved by the scriptures ; 4 but the appearances confirm it 
and Paul knows them from the tradition. He is ev idently 
naming them in chronological order: his repetition of the 
words after that (E1rtra) proves it as well as the concluding 
words : and last of all (fozaror). He does not describe these 
appearances, and it is doubtful whether he thought it possible 
to describe them, for the word he employs: G97 = he was 
seen, does not lend itself to a complicated expansion such as 

 COLY, 7. 

+ It is only here that Paul usce the expression the Twelve; there 
ix therefore reason to suppose that he is repeating a tradition of the 

imitive community, CJ. Lictzmann, in LVI, 1 Cor., ad loc. 

* 4s of one born out of duc time means as of an aposile born out of 
due time (ef. v. 9). 

“We should notice that the Gospel tradition makes no mention 
of this evidence, which therefore represents a later stage in the tradition. 
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that of a common meal, or of long discourses, like those which 
are connected with the second carthly life of Jesus, i.e, his dwell- 
ing amongst his disciples for forty days. It is difficult to sce 
why Paul should not have given the details if he had known 
ofany. It is noteworthy that he docs not mention any women. 
Why should he have allowed a single one of the ¢: 
necessary proofs! which he had reecived from the disciples to 
escape 2? He would have been still less likely to omit the 
evidence of the appearances to the women, since, on account 
of their time and place, they would seem specially convincing. 
He could not therefore have known of them; nor cauld Peter 
and James, since he had talked with them in Jerusalem (Gal. 
i, 18 ff). 

We must finally note that the appearances enumerated by 
Paul are evidently not connected with the Resurrection nor 
with the Ascension: neither the place nor the time are men- 
tioned: that is, he only places them in a general chronological 
order. 

We read in Matthew xxviii, 16-20: 


“ Then the cleven disciples went away into Galilee, into a moun- 
tain where Jesus had appointed them?” And when they saw hin, 
they worshipped hin but rome doubted. And Jesus came and 
spake unto them, saving, All power is given unto me in heaven and 
in earth? Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ¢: 
teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have com ded 
you: and, lo, Iam with you alway, even unto the end of the world." 
























The last formula explains the whole section. 11 is a bei 
tiful and profound expression of the fundamental belief that. 
Christ lives and will continue to live in the Church until the 








11 Cor, xv. 14: Uf Christ be not risen, then is our preaching vain." 

1 We do not know w! mountain is meant. Everything 9 fittle 
out of the ordinary which Jesus did has heen placed by Matthew on 
the mountain: it was not the time to change a convention, CY. 
CVI, 14. 

‘It is in the spocelyptic manner: Dan, vii. 14: “ And there was 
given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, 
and languages . . 26: "To him will I give power over 
the nations."—Cf. Matt. xi. 27, who has already said something tike 
that. 

4 This formula appears to bear some relation to that of the Di 
7,2. It would be sufficient in itself to condemn the authent 
the passage in which it orcurs and which is written for it. It is evident 
that the Apostles were unacquainted with this last command (cf. Gal. 
ii. 8, and Acts x. the author of the Didaché does not refer to it. 
In the time of Eusebius another form of the text was known: * (fo and 
feach all nations in my name, teaching them to observe all that I have 
commanded you.” (Cf. Conybeare, in ZRTW, 1901, 275 f. 














504 THE DEATH OF JESUS 


end of the world. The Evangelist wished to bid farewell to 
his reader on this essential note. He therefore gathered all 
the appearances of tradition into a kind of magnificent theo- 
phany, of which the disciples are only the speechless and ador- 
ing witnesses. However, he did not feel it possible to ignore 
another humiliating fact, which finds expression also in the 
famous Johannine episode of Saint Thomas (John xx. 26-9), 
viz, that the Resurrection found some of the disciples incredu- 
lous. The Easter ge apparently grew out of a gradual re- 
action, which the Evangelists tend to transform into a sudden 
event which grows ever nearer to the death of Jesus, as the 
successive stages of the tradition develop. The picture given 
by Matthew will not help us in solving the problem of the 
appearances in Galilee ; his synthesis only serves to prove the 
existence of the belief in their reality, and that in a form which 
is sufficient to make them incredible to us. 

The episode related in the twenty-first chapter of John 
(1-14) is much more interesting. This fragment, which is 
inserted as a kind of appendix to the Gospel, is by another 
hand, and in fact upsets the plan of the book which clearly 
ends with verses 80 and 81 of chapter xx.’ It is a secondary 
and tendencious addition, clumsy and inconsistent, and pro- 
bahly intended to make the Gospel acceptable to the churches 
which adhered to the Synoptie pattern. The author of the 
Fourth Gospel acecpts the tradition of the Jerusalem appear- 
ances, while the author of the appendix follows the tradition 
of the appearances in Galilee although he places them after the 
others (xxi. 1). The juxtaposition of chapters xx. and xxi. 
which constitutes an inexplicable contradiction for us, certainly 
only appears to him as an additional body of useful informa- 
tion.*| This is the scene which he depicts : The disciples have 
returned to Galilee and seven, including Peter and the sons 
of Zebedee, go out by night, as of old, to fish in the sea of 
Tiberias. There is, thus, a complete change of scene from that 
of chapter xx. (¢f. vv. 22 and 28); it is the situation disclosed 
by the last words of the Gospel of Peter.* We are no longer 
dealing with the triumphant Apostles whom the breath of 
Christ has consecrated as his substitutes on earth, filling them 

‘OXXVID', 514; CXIX, 184; XLY, ii, 286. No doubt is possible, 
and the desperate attempt of Lagrange (CKXVI, 520.) to save the 
Johannine authenti of ch. xxi. is ineffectual.—it is worth while to 
read XLV, ii, ch. viii in its entirety, and CXXL, ii, 687 7. 









f 
* Ev. Petr., 00: " As for me, Simon Peter and Andrew my brother, 
we took our nels and went to the sea. And there was with us Levi, son 
of Alpheus, whom the Lord ...° There the fragment ends, 
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with the Holy Spirit,’ but of disappointed humble folk, scat- 
tered in terror at the arrest of their Master, and foreed to take 
up again their former life of toil: 


“But when the morning was now come, Jexus stood on the 
shore : but the disciples knew not that it wns Jesus.* Then Jesus 
saith unto them, Children, have ye any meat? They answered 
him, No.” 


They have caught nothing during the night. Then he tells. 
them where to cast their nct, and they cannot draw it in on 
account of the quantity of fish. The miracle opens their cyes: 


“Therefore that disciple whom Jexur loved saith unto Peter," 
It is the Lord. Now when Simon Peter heard that it was the Lord, 
he girt his fisher’s coat unto him (for he was naked), and did cast 
himself into the sca.” 


Meanwhile the others turn the ship and bring the net to 
Yand, Peter alone draws the net to shore and counts the 153 
Jarge fish which it contains. A fire is lighted and the fish are 
cooking and 

“Jesua saith unto them, Come and dine, And none of the 
disciples durst ask him, Who art thou? knowing that it was the 

Lord. Jesus then cometh, and taketh bread, and giveth them, 


and fish likewise. This is now the third time * that Jesus showed 
himself to his disciples, after he was risen from the dead.” 


The episode is connected with a miraculous draught of fish. 
Luke knew about it and used it in another connexion (vy. 4-11).4 
He doubtless found the scene interesting but he could only 
make use of it by transposing and adapting it to another setting, 
since his plan obliged him to omit. the Galilean appenranc 
We need not be surprised that “he has rationalized a super- 
natural appearance’ (Lagrange). The form in which the 
Johannine tradition has reached us is far from satisfactory. 
We do not know what emotions it ascribed to Peter when he 





1 John xx. 22: " dnd when he had said th 
and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost. 

20n aceount of the distance or the impertfe 
perhaps suggests it, but does not ktate it. 

* A feature has almost certainly been added to the original tradition 
in order to magnify the beloved disciple ; the use of the word Lord, 
which could not be primitive, may perhaps prove it. It is possible 
that the origina) tradition attributed to Peter the merit of being the 
first to recognize Jesus. 

“It is actually the third appearance if we count the two described 
in the preceding chapter ; but it is not chronologically related to them ; 
it belongs to a different tradition. 

‘Contra: €, 162, 


he breathed on them 











ht? ‘The text 
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met Jesus on the shore. Probably he threw himself at his feet, 
as in Luke v. 8, with some expression of shame for his denial 
at cockerow (Mark xiv. 66-72), such as: “ Depart from me: 
for I am a sinful man” (Luke). Nor do we know what took 
place after Jesus’ eucharistic act of distributing the bread and 
fish ; } the redactor probably cut his account short because he 
was specially interested in the conversation which he assigns 
to the end of the meal. But it is likely that the account is 
from a very carly tradition, that is to say, it refers to the earliest 
appearance, the one, in fact, which Paul connects with Peter. 
The actual arrangement of the episode reficcts secondary 
interests, but it may also show the original element in the story. 
Jesus appears to Peter one morning heside the lake, and perhaps 
to the other disciples immediately afterwards (then of the twelve, 
says Paul). Of all the appearances related in the Gospels it 
is the one that is most likely to correspond to a remembered 
historical fact. It is not impossible that Mark related it in 
the original authentic ending, now lost, and which has been 
replaced by the apocryphal passage which has come down to 
us (Mark xvi. 9-20) in support of the tradition which placed 
the appearances in Jerusalem. 

The appearances in Jerusalem are attested in two passages 
in Luke which follow each other (Luke xxiv. 18-58), in the 
twenticth chapter of John, and in the canonical ending of Mark. 

The first Lukan passage, the most celebrated of all, relates 
the episode of the pilgrims to Emmaus. Two of the disciples 
are going “' to a village called Emmaus, which was from Jerusalem 
about threescore furlongs,” * and are joined by a traveller who 
walks with them and enters into conversation. They tell him 
about their disappointment, how they had followed a great 
prophct from whom they had expected the deliverance of Israel 
(xxiv, 21), and how he had perished at the hands of wicked 
men. Certainly some women had come and said they could 
not find his body in the tomb on the morning of the third day, 
and that angels had appeared who told them that he was alive, 
but they did not know what to believe. The stranger reproves 
them for their lack of understanding and explains to them the 
Prophecies which foretold all that has happened.* Delighted 
with his company they invite him to supper: 

1 The probability of this symbolism is rendered greater by relating 
the appearance to the miraculous draught of fishes. CXXIX, 444. 

‘A great deal of trouble has been taken to identify this village, 
but without entire success. Cf. the Commentaries, especially C, 617 ff., 
and CXCVIII, 290 ff. 

1 We must not forget that that is the chief argument of the first 
Christian apologists, 
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“ And it came to pass, as he sat at meat with them, he took 
bread, and blessed it, and brake, and gave to them, And their 
eyer were opened, and they knew him: and he vanished out of 
their sight" (30-1). 


They hasten back to Jerusalem where they find the disciples 
assembled ; they tell them what has happened and declare : 
“The Lord is risen indeed, and hath appeared to Simon.” ! 

We do not know from what source this episode of the 
pilgrims of Emmaus has come. Since Mark xvi. 12-18 refers to 
it, its source probably belongs to the tradition of the Jerusalem 
appearances, but the evidence is weak. As presented by Luke, 
it has a symbolical purpose, viz. to indicate: “ that belief in 
the resurrection of Christ and in his presence among his disciples, 
in the communion feast, were established at the same time.” * 
We must therefore conclude that nothing at all took place at. 
Emmaus and that the appearance in question is only a “* trans- 
position of recollections of the Galilean appearances." Such a 
literary effort would have presented no difficulties to Luke. 

The pilgrims of Emmaus have not finished their story when 
Jesus in person enters the room where they are assembled and 
says: “ Peace be unio you!” (xxiv. 36). Those present are 
terrified thinking they sce a spirit (zvefza). Me reassures them 
and calms them by showing them the wounds in his hands 
and his feet, and he tells them to touch him that they may 
be convinced that he is not a spirit. They arc still doubtful ; 
they are too astonished to believe immediately; then he 
expresses a wish to cat with them. After that he gives them 
a bricf discourse, during which he opens their minds so that 
they may understand the scriptures, makes them his witnesses 
on earth and declares that they shall reccive power from on 
high (44-9). Then he takes them towards Bethany, blesses 
them and disappears. What is probably a Jater addition adds : 
“he was carried up into heaven." The interest of the fragment 
lies in the evident anxiety to emphasize all the material proofs 
of the Resurrection, by way of reply to sceptical objections. 
There may also be seen the desire to vindicate the Church and 
to establish its authority. We have before us a “‘ discourse of 
the immortal Christ to the already constituted Church: it repre- 
sents the growth of the faith and the development of the Gospel 
mission, about fifty years after the death of the Saviour.” * 


1 The commentators have taken much trouble to explain this Simon. 
It may be an awkwardly introduced reminiscence of the priority of 
Simon Peter in the list of disciples to whom the Lord appeared. CY. 
the Commentaries, ad toc. 

‘CIM, it, 767 7. 1 [eid., 776. 
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The contradiction has often been stressed between this 
second life of Jesus, which in Luke only lasts a few hours and 
ends with # quiet disappearance, and the account in Acts i. 3-9 
where it consists of forty days of familiar intercourse with the 
disciples, ended by the Ascension. It may be that the expan- 
sion in Acts only represents a redactional activity which has 
developed the two purposes which we have recognized in Luke 
xxiv. 86-49, Neither in Luke nor in Acts are we in the first 
stage of the tradition. 

The two connected episodes which we find in John xx. 
19-28 and 26-9 cxhibit the same point of view as Luke and 
very likely come from him. A comparison of the two sources 
hardly leaves a doubt on this point : Mary Magdalene has come 
to tell the disciples that Jesus had appcared to her (xx. 18) ; 
but we do not know how they received the news. As they 
are assembled together on the Sunday evening with the doors 
shut, Jesus is suddenly in the midst of them and says to them: 
“ Peace be unto you!’ He shows them his hands and his side,” 
and they rejoice to see him, THe ordaius them as his substitutes 
and breathing on them he imparts to them the Holy Spirit 
with the power to forgive sins ;? in other words, he establishes 
the apostolic authority which they are to wield, The Evan- 
gelist docs not relate the end of the appearance which has no 
more interest for him. But Thomas, one of the Twelve, is not 
there ; he docs not believe the account given by the others, 
and demands proofs of a more material kind ; he must place 
his finger in the wounds of the Crucified. Eight days later 
Jesus reappears in the same place to convince the disciple who 
has become a symbol of the sceptie (24-9), and, having done 
so, he concludes : “* Because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed + 
blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed.” The 
Church is founded on this declaration. 

It is very evident that Thomas’ exclamation (xx. 28); “ My 
Lord and my God!" could never have come from the mouth 
of a Jew. It implies the development of a christology which 
carries us far from the Resurrection and Jerusalem.* To the 
conception of Lord, which was only developed, as we shall see, 
in the Hellenistic community, it adds that of God, which clearly 
marks a still later stage in Christian speculation which cannot 
go back farther than the second century.’ Once the narrator 


1 This is the feature which reveals the source of the account: Luke 
xxiv. John abridges his source. 

* John therefore combines Easter and Pentecost. * CKIX, 188. 

‘It occurs in the so-called Epistics of Ignatius, which unfortunately 
are difficult to date. Cf. CXCHI, 901 7. 
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has made Jesus say what he wants him to say, he abandons 
him and we do not know how the Risen Jesus took leave of 
the Apostles. Altogether the account gives an impression of 
a tendencious creation whose setting is borrowed from Luke, 
belonging to no particular tradition or genuine recollection. 

The canonical ending of Mark (xvi. 9-20) gives us another 
appearance of Jesus at Jerusalem. We read there that on the 
Sunday morning Jesus appears to Mary Magdalene.' She goes 
to tell the disciples who “ mourned and wept"; they do not 
believe her. Meantime he has appeared “ in another form" to 
two disciples “as they walked”’ (we recognize the disciples of 
Emmaus). 

“ And they went and told it unto the residuc: neither believed 
they them. Afterward he appeared unto the eleven ax they sut 
at meat, and upbraided them with their unbelief and hurdness of 
heart,? because they believed not them which hud seen him ufter 
he was risen.” 





A short discourse follows, similar in tendency and style to 
that in Matthew xxviii. 19, and also to that in John iii, 5 and 
18, and then comes the Ascension. 

The account does not name the place expressly, but us it 
is in the same setting as Luke, we may probably place it in 
Jerusalem, Its author was not content to follow Luke, but 
had the four Gospels and the Acts before him from which he 
has constructed a kind of mosaic. This fact, which disposes 
of the Marcan authorship of the section, also destroys its claim 
to antiquity.* His aim is clearly the same as that which we 
have found in different forms in Matthew, Luke, and John: 
to validate the existence of the Church by a formal act of 
Christ. Some of the most important manuscripts (the Vatican 
Codex, the Greek Codex Sinaiticus, and the Sinattic Syrtac) 
have not this canonical ending, while others have a different 
one. In the fourth century, Eusebius said‘ that “in the 
accurate manuscripts,” Mark ended with the words: for they 
were afraid (xvi. 8). A little later Saint Jerome * confirmed 


1 There is no question of that in the Marcan account which preeedes 
(xvi. 1-8). We have in mind John xx. 14. 

"ai dosibioer tip drucclay airée wai oxingonagdlay . .. ‘These three 
terme do not belong to the style of Mark. 

* It is known to Justin, Tatian and Irensus, perhaps from Hebrews ; 
it is already current in the second century. For the weak orthodox 
defence of its authenticity, cf. ¥, i, 759. ; XLIL, ii, 50, is more cautious. 
There is a detailed study in CI, 456 ff. | Contra: Loisy, Klostermann, 
ad loc., and the latest examination of the question so far, in LIV’, 300 J. 

‘Ad Marinwm, 1 (P.G., xxii, col. 987). 

5 Ep. 120, ad Hedibiam, 3. 
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this, and the Greek fathers of the same period, Athanasius, the 
two Cyrils, Basil, and Gregory Nazianzen, do not mention our 
passage ; they therefore did not consider it authentic. Neither 
Tertullian nor Cyprian, writing on baptism, cited verse 16, 
which would have been useful to them. It is probably a well- 
meaning attempt, dating from the first part of the second 
century, to bring Mark into agreement with the tradition of 
the appearances in Jerusalem while completing it according to 
the ending of Matthew. 

However that may be, this pseudo-ending affords the 
weukest possible evidence for the appearances, since it is clearly 
only a kind of mosaic made up of various carlier accounts. 

It is quite useless to insist on the very much later legendary 
productions which improved on the evidences for the Resur- 
rection contained in the canonical writings! Among the carly 
Apocrypha, the Gospel of Prter, as we already know, places 
the first appearance to the disciples in Galilee. On the other 
hand, the Gospel according to the Hebrews is in favour of Jeru- 
salem,® but in a new setting : Jesus as soon as he comes forth 
from the tomb hands his shroud to the high priest’s servant 
and goes to find his brother James, because he knows that this 
exeellent relative has taken an oath not to cat or drink until 
he has seen the Lord raised from the dead. 

* Bring o table and bread, then said Jesus. He took the bread, 
blessed it, broke it and gave it to James the just and said to him : 
By: enter, eut your bread, for the Son of Man is risen from the 

Jead. 

This story became a favourite one in the early Church.? 
It only interests us because of the emphasis it lays on the 
appearance to James, which may be indicated in 1 Corinthians 
xv. 7 (Enerta dg "TuxcoG)—although the identity of the person 
in question is not specilied—and because of its obvious purpose 
of distinguishing James. Now the legend of James the brother 
of our Lord must not be confounded with the apostolic tradi- 
tion, which did not share the knowledge of the compiler of 
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, that this James had drunk 
of the cup of the Lord. It is possible that there was an appear- 
ance to James which convinced him, and that it was the cause 
of the prestige which he enjoyed later—if it is the same man 
—in the Christian community at Jerusalem. But these are 
secondary phenomena. 

‘The subject is well treated in CXLIE, 258-74, 

‘In Hieron., De viris, 2. 

* Cf. Greg. Turon., Hist. Francorum, 1, 21; J. de Voragine, Legenda 
aurea, 87. 
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A comparison of the various sources which we have passed 
under review leads us to the following conclusions : 

(1) There is no agreement among our redactors as to where 
the apparitions took place: some say in Galilee, others in 
Jerusalem. Paul may be interpreted in cither sense, and proba- 
bility definitely turns the scale in favour of Galilee, but as no 
source says first Galilee, then Jerusalem, any chronological 
arrangement of the two groups must be purely arbitrary, 

(2) There is complete disagreement. regarding the number 
of appearances, but it appears probable that the carliest tradi- 
tion attributed the first to Peter and the “Apostles, 

(8) The differences are no less concerning what Jesus did 
and said during these miraculous appearance but in the 
majority of the sources a special anxiety is displayed, although 
expressed in different ways, to establish apostolic authority 
and to justify the existence of the Church, whieh did not corre- 
spond with what Jesus had expected and announced during 
his life. The diversity of the ways in which this is done con- 
demns the genuineness of the tradition, and their unaninious 
tendency proves that all the redactors were swayed hy the 
same apologetic necessity. 

(4) The hesitation, fear and even scepticism attributed by 
many of our sources to the disciples seems to preserve in tradi- 
tion the memory of more or Jess obstinate doubts which helicf 
in the Resurrection eneountered first in the little evangelical 
band. 

(5) As in the case of the date, the place of the Ascension 
varies greatly from one source to another, but the general 
tendency is to connect this glorious phenomenon as closely as 
possible with the Resurrection. Acts i. is the only exeeption. 

(6) The list of appearances given by Paul cannot all be 
found in the other sources, and much energy has heen expended 
in trying to discover all his instances in the Gospels.) It is 
evident that if this list represents a tradition known to Paul 
it does not coincide with that which the most gencrous criticism 
ean suceced in extracting from the canonical Gospels: in one 
respect it is too Jong, in another too short ; tov Jong because 
the appearances to the 500 disciples, to James, and to ull the 
Apostles—at least—are not in the Gospels ; too short because 
it does not include the disciples of Emmaus. 

(7) Harnack’s* very pertinent remark should not be for- 
gotten: “ The discovery of the empty tomb complicated and 
confused the tradition of the appearances and Paul knew nothing 
of this discovery." Nor is Paul the only witness to the fact that 

‘ Lietzmann, in LYIZ, 1 Cor. 78 9. * XCIV, 112. 
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the tradition of the appearances is independent of the tradition 
of the discovery of the empty tomb. Mark's account which 
breaks off (xvi. 8) with the silence of the women; that of the 
Gospel of Peter which takes us into Galilee to show us the first 
appearance, and even that of Matthew, which reduces the 
appearances to one, in Galilee (xxviii. 16), all really bear witness 
to the same fact. All three doubtless mention the discovery of 
the empty tomb, but in relating it they give the impression of 
reserving an argument which may be of use rather than that 
of strictly following the order in which the first vindications 
of the faith in the Resurrection came into existence. 

The study of the carliest evidences for the appearances 
excludes therefore the discovery of the empty tomb from the 
primitive historical tradition, and clearly shows that belief in 
the resurrection of Jesus rests on these appearances, It leaves 
no other foundation for what is called the Easter faith than 
the appearances themselves.'_ We must now attempt to explain 
and interpret them, 


' Contra: LXXXVI, 166, who really offers nothing but impressions. 


CHAPTER VI 
THE EASTER FAITH 


Odvaraeis pév cagxi Zwonoifeis dé avevuats = put to death in the 
flesh, but quickened in (his) Spirit (X Pet. iii, 18). 


Tre StaTEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


ENIALS of the Resurrection ure as old as Christianity 
itself. An examination of the sources has led us to 
believe that many of the episodes related and many details in 
them all owe their origin and arrangement to the necessity of 
countering Jewish scepticism. A little later Christian apolo- 
getics had to reply to pagan scepticism. Thus Celsus ! asks 
whether the story of the Resurrection could not be explained 
by visions produced from the agitated brain of Mary Magdalene 
or of one of the disciples; the suggestion of deliberate fraud 
also occurs to him. Since that time the supreme miracle has 
encountered innumerable contradictions. Believers however 
maintain that only rationalist prejudice could deny it, secing 
that it is the most strongly attested fact in history. We know 
what to think of this assurance and that independent criticism 
has the best reasons for not accepting such a dogmatic assertion. 
The sober critic disclaims rationalist prejudice but believes it 
necessary to mistrust religious prejudice, realizing also that 
nothing should be rejected without adcquate grounds. 

Here a distinction must be made between the process of 
explaining the alleged fact itself, that is of giving @ reasonable 
critical interpretation of it, and the process of explaining the 
grounds upon which faith in the reality of the fact rests. 

To explain the fact of the Resurrection is to admit that the 
faith which accepts it rests on a reality. But this is not the 
same as an explanation of the kind of reality upon which it 
rests. When once the purely miraculous hypothesis has been 
discarded, support for all kinds of hypotheses may be found in 
the sources, because they favour none of them. It becomes a 

* Origen, C. Celsum, 2, 55. 
3. 518 LL 
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question of showing that out of certain assumptions, whose 
elements are taken in their natural order, the faith in the 
Resurrection could have grown and the story of the Resurrection 
taken shape. This is a problem which every student solves 
according to his understanding of it, with varying degrees of 
probability ; but the point must be emphasized that these 
probabilities themselves depend on a process of imagination ; 
the sourccs neither give nor suggest them ; and it is no argument 
to say that they do not reject them, because accounts created 
by belief, with the sole purpose of proving the reality of the 
Resurrection, are by their very nature unfitted for any other 
purpose. At the most a few legendary details which, moreover, 
are peculiar to one or other of the narratives, may appear to 
afford grounds for ecrtain inferences. For example, the con- 
fusion which Mary Magdalene makes between Jesus and the 
gardencr, in John xx. 15, or the giving by Jesus to the high 
priest's servant of the shroud which he takes off on leaving the 
sepulehre, according to the Gospel of the Hebrews. On the 
whole, the process is an arbitrary one. 

Up to the present time almost all rationalistic critics have 
been content with this process, because they have accepted the 
general outline, common to the different accounts : the burial, 
and the discovery of the empty tomb; and above all because 
they admit this to have been the chronological order and not 
mercly the logical order of the episodes. That is why it was 
necessary to explain the empty tomb. The utmost ingenuity 
remained fruitless so long as the statement of the problem 
remained unchanged. As soon as the rejection of the historicity 
of the essential facts of the burial and the discovery of the empty 
tomb becomes possible, the problem becomes one of explaining, 
not the significance of the fact, but the origin of the belief. 

This new problem of the cause, origin and growth of the 
Christian faith in the Resurrection wears a very different 
appearance, This belief is evidently a certainty to the first 
Christian generation ; but certainty is a state of mind which is 
not always based on material facts. On the other hand certainty 
always tends to materialize, that is to say, to justify itself by 
facts and by reasons based on experiences. The essential thing 
is not to be misled by this secondary process but to recognize 
that it is secondary. Let us admit that the belief in the Resur- 
rection of Jesus may have been established under other con- 
ditions than those given in our sources, and these sources may 
represent nothing more than the creation of material support 
for a certainty which came into being independently of them. 

Let us define our starting-point. We have established : 
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(1) that the appearances preceded the supposed evidence for 
the empty tomb’; (2) that the appearances in Galilee preceded 
those in Jerusalem ; (8) that it is the appearances which first 
gave rise to the belief in the Resurrection. Our problem 
resolves itself then into the two following points: (1) What 
were the appearances and how did they beget the belief in the 
Resurrection ? (2) How did the narratives of the Great Miracle 
acquire their present form ? 


It 
Tue NaTURE OF THE APPEARANCES 


If we believe our Gospels blindly, the disciples expected the 
Resurrection, because the certainty that it would happen was 
guaranteed by the predictions * of the Old Testament and of 
Jesus himself.* 

But we must admit that at the time of the Passion the 
disciples of Jesus behave as if they had never heard anything 
about the glorious future reserved for their Master: they 
mourn over his death and the first announcement of the Resur- 
rection finds them sceptical. Moreover, when Jesus tried to 
instruct them in advance about the Great Miracle they did not 
understand him, as, for example, in Mark viii. 81; ix. 10 and 82. 
From which, unless we admit the absurd, we must conclude 
that Jesus predicted nothing of the kind, but that later, when 
faith found it impossible that the Lord should have becn unaware 
of the fate that awaited him, it could find no better way of 
declaring that he had known it than by making him predict it. 

On the other hand we cannot see what scriptures forctold 
the Resurrection of the Messiah. The Jews had no current 
belief that He who was to come must dic and rise again.‘ 

Everything, therefore, gocs to prove that the disciples, 
fleeing from Jerusalem in fear and grief, had reecived a totally 
mop blow and that they returned to Gualilee,® persuaded 

1 XXIV, 66. 

«Matt. xii. 40 (Symbolical interpretation of the story of Jonah) ; 
27 (Discourse to the pilgrims of Emmaus).—Cf. 1 Cor. 
he rose again the third day according to the scriptures.” 

ii. 81; ix. 9-10 and 81; x. 34; Matt. xii. 40; xvi. 4 and 

21; xvii. 9 and 23; xx. 19; xxvi. 82, and Syn. 

«We do not know if any sect believed it, and in any case eccentric 
views of sectaries must not be confounded with the teaching of the 
Old Testament. 

+ The declaration which Mark xiv. 28 puts into the mouth of Jesus: 
“FE will go before you into Galilee,” is eneigy to prove that it was 
there that the first tradition took them back. The end of the 
of Peter bearsout the sametestimony. Cf. EB, Gospels (Schmiedel), 188. 
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that Jesus was really dead. How then did they arrive at the 
assurance that he was dead no longer? It is obvious that the 
idea of the resurrection presented itself to these men very 
differently from the way in which we regard it. It was familiar 
to them and they accepted it without difficulty, as many early 
thinkers did.t. Had we been in their place, our attitude would 
have been sceptical @ priori, so to speak, but it was not so with 
them. In their environment the resurrection anticipated at 
the end of time was expected to take the form of a material 
restoration of the body and to be a renewal of earthly life. 
The resurrection of Lazarus and the idea that Jesus was John 
the Baptist returned to life represent this conception." 

On the other hand the disciples certainly believed in spirits 
and were convinced that the souls of men who have met a 
premature or violent death wander restlessly and terrify the 
living. Luke xxiv. 87 tells us that the disciples thought they 
saw a ghost (2déxovy avedya Oewyeiv) when Jesus appeared in the 
gucst-chamber, just as they thought they saw a phantom when 
he walked on the water and joined them in their boat (Matt, 
xiv. 26: Adyovres pdytacyd got). A spirit, a phantom, a ghost, 
are kindred conceptions, and at that time there was a general 
belief in them.* 

We may add that people were then generally incapable of 
distinguishing @ subjective experience, an hallucination or even 
a dream from a really objective experience implying a basis of 
tangible reality. A nightmare is still commonly considered as 
a revelation from the other world.‘ In particular they had not 
the slightest idea of the mechanism of hallucination. 

If the disciples who witnessed the Resurrection had written 
down their impressions from day to day and these records had 
come down to us, much that remains obscure would probably 
be clear to modern minds in the light of experimental psycho- 
logy ; but the earliest testimony available, that of 1 Corinthians 
xv., is twenty-five years later than the death of Jesus and remains 
totally vague. The first conceptions changed rapidly, involving 
equally swift changes in the original reminiscences. Very soon 
the disciples, confused by the growing christological distortion 
of their testimony, became incapable of restoring it in its 
original form. It cannot be too often repeated that what we 
find in the sources is the conviction of those who thought they 


1 OLKX, iii, 454; CCL, 286; XLVI, 77; COXCH, ii, 163. 
1 XXXIV, 67. 

" XXKIV, 62; Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark, 181, London, 
1808 ; Dea, ast. Apparition, col. 121. 
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had established the truth of the facts, and not the facts them- 
selves. And this unshakable conviction must not be confused 
with the legendary form in which it was clothed by the Gospels. 
We can agree with Loisy when he says !: 

“The accounts in the canonical and apocryphal Gospels do not 
represent the original appearances, but the way in which the belief 
in the resurrection of Christ became conscious, took shape and 
justified itself half a century and more after the birth of Christianity." 
There is not the shadow of a doubt that the disciples believed 

in the reality of the appearances, nor can we deny that they 
possessed some kind of reality, but it remains to discover what 
kind of reality. We must note that in this case, fo see and to 
believe one sees arc two separate facts which tend to coalesce, but 
we cannot think we see without some cause, and every appcar- 
ance possesses material or spiritual, objective or subjective 
reality. We need not linger over the insistence on material 
details displayed by Luke and John (exhibition of wounds, and 
meals taken with the disciples), because they are nothing more 
than an apologetic device intended to authenticate the Resurree- 
tion, and reflect neither fresh nor distant memories, To convince 
ourselves of this, it is sufficient to compare them with Paul’s 
list (1 Cor. xv.) and with Mark xvi. 1-8, or even with Matthew 
xxviii. 9-20, which already shows signs of expansion; not onc 
of these three sources gives any of the above-mentioned details, 
which would obviously have destroyed the illusion. 

If we think of the resurrection-experience as an hallucina- 
tion, we must suppose that it was repeated and under varying 
circumstances. It is possible that the disciples, perceiving on 
the distant shore of the lake in the haze of dawn a vague form, 
strangely resembling their Master, might think they saw him, 
but this will not explain the other occasions, We must imagine 
the circumstances of each. And even the attempt does not 
take us far, for if by chance it contains the possibility of an 
explanation we cannot grasp it clearly. Candidly, the interpre- 
tation of “sacred stories”? by common-sense and material 
contingencies is unconvincing: there is never much to be 
gained by confusing modes of approach which differ so widely. 

Moreover, if the disciples were deluded by false appearances 
they must have been predisposed by some cause, and their state 
of mind must have inclined them to accept a vision as a neces- 
sary phenomenon, and hence their mistake was only the almost 
inevitable realization of an inner expectancy; in other words, 
it was caused and authenticated by this expectancy. If the 
minds of the disciples were in such a state of expectancy might 

+ CLKIL, 467. 
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not that be sufficient, without the medium of any exterior 
phenomenon, to produce visions ? Subjective visions, doubtless, 
but perfectly real to those who experienced them. If this were 
so, we should be confronted by one of the most perplexing, 
definite and over-mastering phenomena to which an unbalanced 
mind is liable; most inexplicable to ignorant and credulous 
people; that of hallucination and probably of collective hallu- 
cination. 

Would visions of this kind be an adequate foundation for the 
Easter faith? The majority of independent critics, if not all, 
reply in the affirmative.’ It is perhaps permissible to find 
support for this idea in Acts x. 41, where it is said that God, 
after raising Jesus, did not manifest him to all the people, but 
only to those witnesses whom he had chosen beforehand. And 
we are well aware that in the history of religious enthusiasm 
nothing appears more contagious than visions. In the narrow 
circle of enthusiastic believers it is enough for one to say with 
the ardour of conviction that he has seen the object of the collec- 
tive mystical desire for all to sec it also. Even in our times the 
Roman Catholic Church has to be cautious in the matter of 
apparitions of the Virgin, the reality of which is readily attested 
by enthusiastic groups of people. It is a common phenomenon 
of mental contagion which has been the object of much study, 

But the question might be raised why the disciples did not 
go to the tomb to verify their visions 2? There is little force 
in this objection, because the very idea of verifying presupposes 
doubt, and there is no ordinary connexion between the exalta- 
tion of the vision and the uninspired business of verification. 
On the other hand, was there even a tomb? Reasons have 
already been given for thinking there was none, and for rejecting 
both the burial and the discovery of the empty tomb. There 
is another more scrious objection: ? Why did this supposed 
exaltation of the disciples subside after having engendered some 
ten visions at most? Reputed visionary sects such as the 
Montanists, Jansenists and Camisards were much more prolific. 
Doubtless, but in these sects the exaltation which produced 
visions and cestasics—the two go togethcr—was an essential 
element of their normal] life. In their case visions and ecstasies 
were a manifestation of the Spirit, an answer to their per- 
plexities.4 But it was logical that the visions should cease for 
the disciples, once the affirmation of the Resurrection—he 
lives—had been made. Observe, they did not merely say: he 

+ After Strauss, Renan, Réville, ete., ¢f. CXCHIL, ee CCL, 43. 

* CLEXXIY, ii, 474 7. + Ibid., 477. 

«Cf. the visions of Paul and those of Peter in the Acta. 
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lives, but: he lives in the glory of God; he is exalted (Acts ii. 
82 ff., 36). He appears often enough for his followers to be 
convinced ; but his glory itself prevents him from multiplying 
those appearances which were reserved for the parousia. 
“ Blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed” 
(John xx. 29). In the above-mentioned sects, it was a regular 
habit ; in the apostolic group, it was only a sad and agonizing 
crisis which might have ended in the abandonment of their hope, 
but found its completion in exaltation: there it must cease. 
If, therefore, visions, or more accurately apparitions of Jesus, 
rose before the mind’s eye of the disciples and created the illusion 
of physical vision, the explanation must be sought in the state 
of mind in which these men were at the time the phenomenon 
was produced. 

The authorities who had struck at Jesus doubtless thought 
it useless to pursue his disciples: logic and expericnce told 
them that t was finished. Everything leads us to suppose that 
the wretched disciples, driven by fear and despair back to 
Galilee, thought the same. There can be no doubt about their 
fall. The alleged prediction of Jesus in Mark xiv. 27: ‘‘ AU 
ye shall be offended because of me this night: for it is written, I 
will smite the shepherd, and the sheep shall be scattered,’ would 
not have been invented on purpose to humiliate the Apostles. 
On the contrary, it was intended to justify them; their 
cowardice disappeared before the necessity of fulfilling the 
scriptures. Moreover, this fall implies, not loss of faith, but 
loss of courage ; terror at the overthrow of the hope which had 
sustained them on their way up to Jerusalem (the hope of 
seeing the advent of the expected Kingdom) and not loss of 
confidence in their Master. They fled because they were afraid 
and did not understand. If it had been otherwise, and in their 
despair they had descended so low as to deny Jesus as an 
impostor or a madman, nothing of all that we are considering 
now would have happened. nm P. Lagrange translates ? 
the xdvrec oxavdakisfjceobe of Mark xiv. 27, as You will alt 
be demoralized, he no doubt over-emphasizes the interpretation 
which he wishes to suggest, but he has grasped the essential 
meaning of the situation, as we must conceive of it. We seem 
to catch a glimpse of the wretched fugitives, with heavy hearts 
and streaming eyes (Gospel of Peter), in the two pilgrims to 
Emmaus, sadly comparing the tragedy of the death of Jesus 
with their shattered hopes: “ But we trusted that it had been he 
which should have redeemed Israel" (Luke xxiv. 21). And yet 
they cannot believe that it is all over. They go on to say that 

> XXXIV, 2. 2 CL, 388. 
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what happened had to happen ; that if they did not understand, 
it was their fault and their Master must be right. We must not 
forget that these men are Jews who are accustomed to thinking 
that the greatest good may come out of the greatest evil and 
who find in reflection on each fresh disillusionment, the source 
of some new hope, some fresh vision of cheer.? Since the blow 
which struck Jesus down did not crush them completely, it 
was of the nature of such a movement as theirs that a strong 
reaction should set in aftera gathering up of all the encouraging 
elements of the past, and making the impossible seem possible.* 

In this case one important factor must be taken into account ; 
the influence that Jesus had acquired over them and the 
confident affection which bound them to him, their estimate 
of his personality and of the role God was reserving for him.* 
The constituent elements of this factor escape us; but of its 
strength there can be no doubt, since it was sufficient to draw 
these men after so strange a prophet. It must have seemed to 
them @ priori impossible that death could utterly destroy such 
@ person and dissipate such an influence. Hence, as their hope 
and their confidence recovered from the catastrophe of the 
death of Jesus, it was te be expected that their first preoccupa- 
tion would tend to recreate the figure of the Crucified. But it 
is certain that other forms might and did occur to their minds 
before that of the Resurrection. 

If they had considered him during his lifetime as the present 
or future Messiah, their reaction and its direction would perhaps 
be more casily explained,‘ although the fact of the death of the 
Messiah—of which Isracl had not the slightest idea—must have 
been singularly embarrassing to them. Indeed, it might be 
supposed that they would bring him to life so that he might 
assume his Messianic réle. But we have given the reasons 
which hinder us from attributing such a conviction to them 
before the Resurrection, and which suggest, on the contrary, that 
this conviction arose from the Resurrection itself according to the 
pattern of the belief expressed in Acts ii. 22-4 and 82-6: “Godhath 
raised that same Jesus to make him . . . both Lord and Christ,” * 
The disciples must have reasoned as follow : We have seen him, 
therefore he lives ; if he lives, it is because God has raised him 

2) OLXIV, 271. * CXCIII, 20. 

i XLVI, 77; XXXIV, 15; CXCUI, 20. 

*COXXH, 74. Cf. xxuy, 229.; CLVI, 299 7., who attempts to 
prove that the Messianic faith of the disciples preceded and determined 
faith in the Resurrection. 

* Rom. i, 4 stilt bears a trace of the same idea: (Christ Jesus who 
was) ‘‘ declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit 
of holiness, by the resurrection of the dead.” 
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for no less a purpose than to be the Messiah. They could 
assign no more exalted destiny to him and it must have been 
the first which occurred tothem. Jt cannot be denied that such 
a transformation of current Messianic expectation seems hard 
to accept, but it is even more difficult to conceive of the trans- 
formation of the Messiah into a Galilean nabi who was unable 
to withstand the slightest attack of the goyim. Neverthcless 
the idea of ascension was not necessarily connected with the 
Messiahship : Moses, Enoch, Elijah, and Isaiah were supposed 
to have been translated, yet they were not Messiahs. 


Til 
Tue MECHANISM OF THE APPEARANCES 


If we are to believe Paul’s assertion, it is not the assembled 
Apostles who see Jesus first, but Pcter by himself. And if we 
consider the matter it certainly seems that the belief in the 
Resurrection springs from Peter's experience. This appears to 
follow, not only from the evidence of 1 Corinthians xv. 5, but 
from the peculiar phrase in Luke xxiv. 84 introduced into the 
story of the pilgrims of Emmaus: ‘ The Lord is risen indeed 
and hath appeared to Simon’; from the account now very 
much rearranged of the miraculous draught of fish in John xxi. 
and also from the statement of John xx. 6 ff., according to 
which Peter was the first to discover that the tomb was empty 
and to infer the resurrection of Jesus. The appearances to the 
women, placed first by some of our accounts, belong solely to 
the later expansion of the discovery of the empty tomb. Peter 
was probably the earliest of Jesus’ actual disciples, as he was 
certainly the first in the matter of affcction and conlidence. As 
far as we can ascertain from the sources he seems to have been 
of a sensitive and emotional nature, and probably extremely 
suggestible, The story of his denial (Mark xiv. 66-72) does 
not merely suggest that he could be lacking in courage, it also 
shows that he was regarded as the only one who did not utterly 
forsake his Master, in spite of the danger. He possessed a deep 
instinct of devotion and faith which no catastrophe could 
wholly obliterate. We read in Luke xxii. 81-2: 

“Simon, Simon, behold, Satan bath desired to have you, that 
he may sift you as wheat: but I have prayed for thee, that thy 
faith fail not: and when thou art converted, strengthen thy 
brethren.” 

This text clearly proves two facts; that Peter quickly 
recovered from his weakness and that he strengthened his 


522 THE DEATH OF JESUS 


brethren, the disciples, in their terrible trial. We may interpret 
the “ Feed my sheep” of John xxi. 15 ff. in the same sense. 

We must think of him as having returned to his home at 
Capernaum and resumed his fisherman’s calling, with the boat 
which had so often taken Jesus across the lake. Everything 
there calls up memories of those days of hope and joy. The 
vision of his Master pursues him and indeed fills his whole life. 
His entire being centres in the thought that it cannot all be 
ended, that something will happen and happen through Him, 
that he has not deceived us nor forsaken us, he will come back 
tous, And while his grief at the loss of Jesus grows, and a hope 
that has no form, becomes keener, the expectation of the 
inevitable miracle surges in his heart. | Reason demanded that 
this miracle should be a personal manifestation of the Crucified. 
Need we be surprised that Peter saw Jesus? Where? Prob- 
ably by the shore of the lake and under conditions favourable 
to hallucination : in the morning mist or the dazzling blaze of 
noonday. Perhaps he was alone when it happened, but not 
necessarily. He had already been able to gather round him 
some of the most steadfast of the disciples, the Twelve as Paul 
calls them (1 Cor. xv. 5), and nothing would be more natural 
than that they should have seen immediately after him. 

In a process of this kind the initial impulse is all that is 
necded. As soon as that is assured the rest follows, for con- 
tagion isthe rule. It would work still better in this case because 
Peter's companions are in a state of mind similar to his own. 
Contagion could only fail to be produced if all these men had 
completely Jost their faith or if they possessed a scientific con- 
viction that the appearance of a dead person was an impos- 
sibility. We know that neither of these things was so. And 
even incredulous people such as Jesus’ own family seem to have 
been, might in their turn feel a contagion, to which their mental 
outlook was favourable. None of the appearances enumerated 
by Paul are improbable, not even the one which speaks of the 
500 brethren together, if we realize that it is a question of such 
an appearance as is suggested by the word ign = he appeared, 
he was seen, and not of such actualities of real life as those into 
which Luke and John introduce the Risen Lord. 

If we ask ourselves what Peter saw and what he concluded 
from it, we certainly shall not find any satisfactory reply in 
the Gospel sources because—as we have already seen—the 
Gospels offer us only later expansions developed in relation to 
credal considerations unconnected with historical facts. We 
must notice, however, that Paul, closing his list with the appear- 
ance by which he was himself converted, makes no difference 
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between that vision and those which convinced Peter, the 
Twelve and a number of disciples. He uses the same word to 
describe it: g6y = he was seen. This word does not neces- 
sarily imply the actual appearance of a person, but may only 
indicate an unusual phenomenon; faith, conscious or uncon- 
scious, but expectant, accepts it as the revelation of the real 
presente of the Master. Paul does not tell us that he saw the 

‘hrist in person on the road to Damascus, but that he was 
dazzled by a great light and that he heard a voice which spoke 
with authority: how could he have doubted that this was a 
manifestation of the Lord Jesus, as indisputable to him as if 
he had seen the radiant countenance? The use of the same 
word dy in enumerating the other visions in the Pauline list 
certainly does not prove that they took place under the same 
conditions as the one on the road to Damascus, but it excludes 
such details as prolonged conversation, meals, and resumption 
of ordinary life, on which the Gospels dwell. If he intended a 
visual phenomenon he does not define it. He does not repre- 
sent it as something that needed no explanation, like the actual 
apparition of a ghost. On the contrary, it is a conception that 
ean easily receive the interpretation given by faith, and which 
can give definitencss to vague visual impressions. In 1 Cor- 
inthians ix. 1 Paul exclaims: “ 4m I not an Apostle? Have 
I not seen (ody! édgaxa) Jesus Christ our Lord?” 

He is certainly referring to the vision on the road to 
Damascus, as is shown by the connexion between the two 
assertions, for it was on the road to Damascus that Paul was 
invested with his apostolic status. But in none of the accounts ! 
which we have of this miracle arc we told that Paul literally 
saw Jesus Christ. 

It is therefore possible that Peter had a visual hallucination, 
but it is also possible that the state of anxious expectancy in 
which he lived and the indefinite but irresistible hope which 
sustained him may have created their object for him, that is 
to say caused him to interpret some visual phenomenon, much 
more indeterminate than an hallucination, as a manifestation 
of the presence of Jesus. Many modern apparitions have been 
thus conditioned. We shal) not attempt to define the pheno- 
menon more closely ; since it is not possible and the hypotheses 
or analogies thus produced could not be objectively convincing. 
Let us rather try to discover what conclusions Peter, and after- 
wards the other disciples, may have drawn from their vision if 
it was really what we have suggested it to be. 

It is clear that Paul did not imagine he had seen a mani- 

1 Acta ix. 8f.; xxii. Of; xxvi. 129. 
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festation of Jesus the Galilean on the road to Damascus, but 
@ communication from the glorified Lord. We read in 
2 Corinthians iv. 6: 

“ For God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness, 
hath shined in our hearts, to give the light of the knowledge of the 
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.” 

It was, then, a divine light radiating from the face of the 
Lord which dazzled Paul. There is no reason to believe that 
he attributed to Peter's experience any other character than 
that of his own : Peter, like him, had scen his Master glorified, 
that is, speaking symbolically, exalted to the right hand of 
God, and shining with celestial light. 

If Jesus is thus ewalled and dwells in the abode of his Father, 
it means that he could not be holden of death, and has 
really risen again. From this we may infer that Paul thought 
of this resurrection in terms of the general resurrection which 
he expected, since for him Christ’s resurrection is the guarantee 
of ours (1 Cor. xv. 17-20; Rom. vi. 8) and that the distinctive 
feature of our resurrection will be our glorification (1 Cor. xv. 
42 ff.; 52 ff.) But it is not casy to understand how he imagines 
this general resurrection. He seems to use the word resurrection 
(dvdoracis) as a term in general use and not in its strict sense, 
just as we say the rising and the setting of the sun, although we 
know perfectly well that the sun neither rises nor sets.1_ Many 
passages in the Epistles, indeed, strangely limit the meaning 
of the word, For example, 1 Corinthians xv. 50 concludes a 
long exposition of the idea, unfortunately consisting mainly of 
metaphors and comparisons, with this statement: ‘* Now this 
I say, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of 
God.” What he means by “ this” and by his metaphors is, 
apparently, that it will not be the body laid in the earth which 
will rise again : 

“Thou fool, that which thou sowest (the grain of corn) is not 
quickened, except it die: and that which thou sowest, thou sowest 
not that body that shall be, but bare grain... . It is sown a 
natural" body; it is raised a spiritual body ” (1 Cor. xv. 96 ff.). 
But Paul does not go so far as to imply that a new body 

grows in the earth, as a new ear of corn rises from the decaying 
seed, He doubtless believes that God performs an act of 
creative will, by which he restores a body to us, but in the strict 


> OXCIIL, 7 

+ A body animated by a soul, therefore a living body. Cf. Guigne- 
bert, Remarques sur quelques conceptions chrétiennes antiques, touchant 
Forigine ef ia nature de Pdme, in RHPR, 1929, 432 ff. 
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sense nothing of that which went into the tomb comes out of it. 
He may perhaps imagine that this new body awaits God’s time 
in heaven. That at least is the conclusion which can easily be 
drawn from 2 Corinthians v. 1: “ For we know that if our earthly 
house of this tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of 
God . . . eternal in the heavens.” It is obvious that he is 
speaking of a body (ef. v. 2 and 4). Therefore the spirit only 
of the original man, properly speaking, survives. If our com- 
parison between the Pauline conception of the general resur- 
rection and the Apostle’s idea of Christ’s resurrection is correct, 
then Paul was interested in the spiritual reality-of the Risen 
Lord and not with the fate of the corporeal body of Jesus, 
That is what the post-Pauline redactor of 1 Peter (iii. 18) meant. 
when he said of Christ that he had been “ put to death in his 
flesh (BavarwOeig piv cagxi) but quickened in his spirit’ 
(S@onomnfels d& xvedpat:), an exact counterpart of the verse 
from 1 Corinthians xv. 44, just quoted: ‘ Ji is sown a natural 
body (oneigerar cpa yoyixdy); tt ts raised a spiritual body” 
(éyelgstat oSpa mvevpatexdy). A modern spiritualist would 
say that the Risen Lord had an astral body.? 

Paul therefore does not say that Jesus is raised in the flesh ; 
he even positively states the contrary, and there is a striking 
difference between the conception of the Great Miracle reflected 
in the Pauline texts and that which may be gathered from the 
Gospels and the Acts. The Tarsiot is not interested in Jesus’ 
return to a terrestrial life nér in the restoration of the natural 
conditions of a renewed human existence. In reality, resurrec- 
tion means for him ewaltation to the presence of God, glorification.* 
It is curious that in the only passage in which the Apostle 
explains in detail his ideas on the being and nature of Christ, 
from his pre-existence to his exaltation (Phil. ii. 5 {.), no 
positive mention is made of the resurrection but only of the 
exaltation (ii. 9: d:6 xal db Bede atrdy dneptpucer = “ where- 
Sore God also hath highly exalted him"). One may then be 
certain that the Jesus seen by Paul in the conditions de- 
scribed is the glorified Lord, unfettered by the bonds of the 
flesh. There is no need to speak of Ascension here; Jesus is 
tisen because he is glorified ; the two processes blend in some 
way. It is only the materialization of the glorified body which 

* QOL, 294. 

‘XXXIV, 61: Auferstehung, Aufersecieung = Verherrlichung and 
erhaene This equivalence is found in Paul and his followers; to 
the idea ‘of reruscitation (dvlornu:, dvdorasx, in Rom. vi. &; 1 Cor. xv. 
21; Phil. iii. 10 Peter iii. 21; ete.), of amakening (éysigc, in } Cor. 
RV. 15; 2 Cor. i. 9; Rom. vi. 8, ete.), corresponds that of exaltation 
{Snegupde in Phil. ii. 9) and of glorification (dvadauédrm, in 3 Tim. iii. 16). 





526 THE DEATH OF JESUS 


would make Ascension necessary, and with Paul we are still 
far from a realistic conception of the Resurrection. It is 
because he has seen the exalted Christ that he believes in his 
Resurrection “ according to the scriptures.” 

We must not confound Peter and the Galilean disciples with 
Paul and the Hellenistic Christians to whom the idea of the 
resurrection of the flesh was unacceptable ; and we are not as 
well documented about the former as we are about the latter. 
Acts ii. 28 ff., however, calls for some comment : 

“Him, being Sellvsred by the determinate counsel and fore- 
knowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked handa have cruci- 
fled and slain: whom God hath raised up, having loosed the pains 
- ean because it was not possible that he should be holden 
o 
It is doubtless a confused passage, in an artificially arranged 

setting, yet its verses may well reflect something of the disciples’ 
first impressions : It was impossible that Jesus should be held 
by the bonds of death ; God withdrew him from its awful grasp, 
and if he abandoned him at first, he did so with a purpose. The 
explanation, the theology of these fundamental affirmations 
and their spiritual justification, already adumbrated in this 
passage of Acts (cf. il. 26-7 and 81), were to come later ; } but 
essentially they imply nothing more than Paul has said. It 
is sufficient to refer to the conclusion given in verses 82 and 86 : 

“ This Jeaua hath God raised up, whereof we all are witnesses.— 
Therefore let all the house of Israel know assuredly, that God hath 
made that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord and 
Christ.” 

The formula bears a Pauline stamp, but it none the less 
expresses the truth that it was the certainty of the Resurrection 
which buoyed up the disciples, strengthened their assurance 
that the Master had not deceived them, convinced them that 
he was the Messiah and suggested the satisfying explanation 
of what had been their great stumbling-block. He died because 
he had to die, because that was God’s plan and because his 
ignominious death was in reality only the first stage of his 
glorification.* 

Let us sum up our facts and our conclusion therefrom. The 


1 The redactor of the Acts is thinking of a useful passage in Ps, xvi. 
(xv, of the Septuagint) 10: “ Thou wilt not leave my soul (ri yuri 
poe ine cones af: A) Se Mee neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy 
One to ste corruption. 

"The idea appears clearly in the parable of the Talents, in Luke 
xix. 129, where a certain nobleman went into a far country to receive 
Sor himself a kingdom ; he returns indeed as king and punishes those 
who tried to oppose his enthronement. 
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disciples returned to Galilee perplexed, troubled, and afraid ; 
discouraged, too, because none of their hopes had been realized 
and they had sustained a crushing blow; but they did not 
despair, They were too deeply attached to the person of Jesus 
and remained too confident in his promises to lose hope com- 
pletely. After the first shock those deep feelings rose again to 
the surface when they were back in their homes where their 
hopes were revived by so many memories. 

The promised future which had attracted and bound them 
to Jesus was bound up with his person: to admit that he had 
disappeared for ever was to abandon al} hope. Their faith was 
centred in, and, we might say, hypnotized by this idea: it is 
not possible that should have deecived us, that he should 
have forsaken us, or that he should be irrevocably dead. 

Such a tension of desire and faith in the minds and hearts 
of uncultured men, inclined to mysticism, inflamed by mora} 
suffering and anxious expectation, has only onc logical outcome— 
the occurrence of visions. Peter secs Jesus first and the others 
see him afterwards and in the same way. 

It matters little whether they have true hallucinations or 
whether they interpret visual phenomena and turn them into 
hallucination. They perceive their Master. There is no ques- 
tion of material contact nor of a resumption, however ficeting, 
of ordinary life and intercourse, but, if we may call it so, of an 
illusory externalization of this deep conviction: he cannot be 
dead, therefore he is alive. ~ 

The disciples do not actually conclude from this conviction 
and the visions which authenticate it, that Jesus has come forth 
from the tomb in fiesh and blood, but that he has been glorified,” 
that all that is still living of him has been transported into the 
glory of God and remains with the Most High awaiting the hour 
of the inauguration of the Kingdom. This very vague expres- 
sion: all that és still living of him, is used deliberately because 
the reality imagined by Peter and his companions lacks 
sharpness, They probably do not attain Paul’s comparative 
definiteness of statement because their minds are filled with 
popular realistic ideas of the resurrection and also with super- 
stitions concerning spirits and ghosts. Moreover, it is doubtful 
whether they attempt to systematize their impressions. They 
are satisfied to possess a definite sign which proves that the 
Nazarene has not failed them. They are not concerned with 
logic and criticism. 

The sign restores to their faith not only all its assurance but 
all its vigour. That faith finds a leaping-off place, so to speak, 

2 Cf. CLYIL, 2867. 
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from the idea of the Resurrection, which gave its initial impulse 
to the apostolic preaching and remained its firmest foundation. 
It is not likely that the Old Testament, or myths of a dying 
and rising God in the pagan Mysteries, played any part in 
the birth of the belief in the Resurrection. It arose solely 
from a psychological phenomenon, whose mechanism we have 
attempted to understand. But it is no longer possible to rely 
on this proof as soon as the preaching of the Resurrection 
extends outside the narrow circle of its immediate witnesses. 
It becomes necessary to prove that the Resurrection was God's 
purpose, and to justify it from the Old Testament which must 
have predicted it. . 

It is naturally contested, especially by t@jNews, and must be 
demonstrated by proofs and arguments. Opposition engenders 
proof which, contested in its turn, provokes a further proof ; 
and this apologetic development, already in an advanced stage 
in the Gospels, expands when it escapes from the apostolic 
circle where it is no longer hampered by any actual memory of 
the historical reality. Moreover, a certain popular eongeption 
of the Resurrection soon tends to obtrude itself and beco: 
superimposed on the first account. 

As soon as Christian propaganda is carried outside the 
strictly Jewish world it encounters immortality Mysteries, 
religions of salvation, the saviour gods of which die and rise 
again, all of which cannot fail to react on the earliest presenta- 
tion and setting of the Resurrection although they pave the 
way for its acceptance. 

Through the operation of these inevitable and irresistible 
influences the narratives of the Resurrection came into existence, 
and grew more complicated and incredible, until they finally 
Jost all semblance of historical reality. 


IV 


Tre Growra or Legend 


We must now endeavour to gain some insight into the 
process of legendary expansion. Early belief was not expressed 
in such 8 statement as: he rose again in the body; he came out 
from the tomb, but thus: God has exalted and glorified him until 
the time appointed for his return. He has left this world and gone 
back to the Father, says John xiii. 14 If such a conception had 
continued to prevail generally, there would have been no need 


1 ‘There remain traces of this first stage of belief, outside the Epistles 
and the Acts, even in our canonical Gospels: In Luke xvi. 22 the dead 
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to describe the burial, the miraculous rolling away of the 
sepulchral stone, and all the material elements of the Resur- 
rection. And it is because this account was not original but 
was composed of many new and imaginary incidents and 
modifications, originally independent of each other, and equally 
devoid of all historical foundation, that the stories of the Resur- 
rection contain so many contradictions. Even considered 
individually on their own merits, they do not succeed in giving 
us a coherent picture of the Risen Lord,’ who is represented in 
the same source, now as a mere spirit which passes through 
closed doors (Luke xxiv. 86, and particularly John xx. 19 and 
xx, 26) and now as a perfectly palpable being of flesh and blood 
who performs the functions of ordinary life (Luke xxiv. 40-2 ; 
John xx. 20 and 27). 

It has already been said that the earliest mode of conceiving 
of the Resurrection could not last because it could always be 
challenged by outsiders who, not having seen, could always 
argue that there had becn fraud or empty illusion, and it was 
this state of mind which led those who believed to materialise 
the Resurrection, because it was only when it was presented 
thus that matcrial proof of it could be furnished. 

The inevitable effect of the Jewish environment is scen in 
the tendency to render the fact of thc Resurrection more accept- 
able by assimilating it to current conceptions of the Resurrection; 
that is to say, by seeking to prove the reality of the glorification 
of Jesus by a preliminary Resurrection conformable to popular 
ideas. But when we pass to the Hellenistic environment, we 
find that the Greeks, though willing to accept the glorification 
or the apotheosis of the central figure, are averse to the idea of 
@ resurrection of the flesh.2. Hence it becomes necessary to 
multiply irrefutable proofs for their benefit. It is therefore the 
Opposition encountered by the fundamental affirmation, Me 
has risen again, which gradually forced Christians to develop the 
legend of the Resurrection. This process must not be confused 
with the clever creation of fictive narratives, deliberately 


Lazarus is carried by the angels into Abraham's bosom, without there 
being any question of burial or resurrection. In Luke xxiil. 43 Jesus 
on the cross says to the penitent thief: “ To-day shalt thou be with 
me in paradise,” as if he expected to go straight up to God after his 
death, To go up tn the spirit, of course, and that is why he says in 
Luke xxiii. 46: “ Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit.” Cf. 
XXXIV, 19; CXCIL, 76 ff. 

1G. Bertram, Die Himmelfahrt Jesu vom kreuz und Glaube an seine 
Auferstehung (Festgabe fir Adolf Deissmann), 188 f7., Tubingen, 1926. 

* =xxIV, 68, which refers to the evidence of Acts xvii. 31-2. Later 
on the question became insistent. 

2 MM 
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intended to deceive. It was nothing of the kind. Each added 
detail represents a conviction, however ill founded, unverified 
and indeed unverifiable, which in the mind of the apologist is 
sufficiently justified by its necessity and its logical probability, 
Once the first step has been taken the others follow naturally. 

The first step would seem to have been taken somewhat 
as follows : 2 As soon as the assertion was made, He has risen 
again, even if in the spirit were understood, the objection 
arose: Bui was he really dead? And no doubt the best reply 
that could be given was: He was actually buried. But then 
it became necessary to state at what time and under what con- 
ditions he came out of the tomb. It was obviously impossible 
to rely upon facts in making such a statement. That is why 
Paul makes the burial and the resurrection on the third day 
(1 Cor. xv. 8) clearly dependent on the scriptures. As far as 
we know there does not exist in the Old Testament any teach- 
ing concerning the resurrection which could be applied to Jesus, 
and the theory, often maintained, that it was a tradition 
peculiar to the Nazarenes, is quite unfounded, and has appar- 
ently been invented ad hoc.* But, on the other hand, there 
were two useful passages * which gave an answer to the ques- 
tion: at what time? We read in Jonah i. 17: “* And Jonah 
was in the belly of the fst three days and three nights,” and in 
Hosea vi. 2: “ After two days will he revive us: in the third 
day he will raise us up, and we shall live in his sight.” The 
two quotations do not entirely agree and Christians had some 
difficulty in reconciling them, that is to say, in subordinating 
the first to the second,‘ but on the whole the third day seems 
to be indicated by both. Moreover, if Jesus came out of the 
tomb on the third day, must he not have been interred on the 
first day 2 And must not the antecedent condition have been 
as definitely guaranteed by scripture as its consequence ? 

Even though the principle of a material Resurrection had 
been accepted, they did not at first venture to give detailed 
accounts of the phenomenon, as in the case of the Passion,® 
and we have already noticed that it is only the later apocryphal 
Gospels which describe the coming out from the tomb. 

It is evident that the affirmation of the discovery of the 
empty tomb, introduced in Mark xvi. 2 ff. with an awkward- 
ness which reveals its novelty, could only satisfy very credulous 

EEE ESE Scat by Manette 

is. cory, lauren! 
ticular, has been favourably received inaeen Gunkel, ‘A. eer, 
Ficbig), but it has no documentary support. Cf. XLVIII, 82; contra, 
XLL 1. *CIIl, i, 176, and LxxIx, 200. 
Cre i, 282, and 427 7. ; CKCHL, 29, n. 1. * LEXIE, 2549. 
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believers. Something better had to be discovered. They 
ended by justifying the Resurrection by pseudo-rational com- 
parisons which make us smile but which satisfied certam 
requirements of the Greek mind.’ 

Once launched the legend naturally fed on elements bor- 
rowed from its environment; and thus it remembered that 
Adonis and Osiris rose again on the third day, and details were 
taken from the myths of the dying and rising gods.* 

It seems possible to trace four stages in the evolution of 
this legend; (1) Visions persuade Peter and the disciples that 
Jesus is living, that he lives in his spirit (CwonoinPéig xvevpart), 
glorified by God. (2) If he is living, it means that he is no 
longer dead ; he has therefore risen again and popular belief 
as well as the necessity of finding a defence against the accusa- 
tion of an illusion soon make themselves felt: he rose again 
with a body. Moreover, as soon as an answer is given to the 
question when? even if it refers only to the date of glorifica- 
tion, by means of Jonah i. 17 and Hosea vi. 2 it becomes neces- 
sary to admit a resurrection since these passages suppose one. 
The first witnesses, let us say the Apostles, can accept so much, 
but nothing more, because they are supported by scripture, 
Outside their circle the same limitation is not felt. (8) Material 
details multiply in reply to objections : the burial, the guard- 
ing of the tomb, the sealing of the stone, the appearances on 
the third day in the neighbourhood of the tomb, the apoca- 
lyptic emergence of the risen Lord, etc. (4) Various expan- 
sions occur, the result of reasoning which already bears the 
stamp of theological speculation, Three are particularly im- 
portant: the descent into hell, the fixing of the date of the 
Resurrection, and the Ascension. 

The descent into hell is the answer to the question whether 
Jesus was really dead, in the earth, during the time that elapsed 
from the evening of the burial till the morning of the resur- 
rection A time came when faith could not be satisfied with 
this belief. Perhaps some prophecy, unknown to us, decided 

1 CCLY, 99. yi @ curious passage in Clement of Rome: 1 Cor. 
xxiv. 2-25, 5: “ and night are symbols for us of resurrection: the 
night falls asleep and the day rises; the day passes away and the night 
succeeds it.” The point at issue is that of the gencral resurrection, 
but the author begins by saying that God has given us the grounds fot 
the hope by raising the Lord Jesus Christ from the dead.—Theophilus, 
Ad. Autol., i 18; Tertullian, De resurrectione carnis, 12; Pseudo- 
8 Cor., 28, in XXII, no. 12. 

* xxx, 710 ff. 

* Justin, Dial., 72, 4, reproaches the Jews with having suppressed 

& passage in Jeremiah which was supposed to run: “ The holy Lord 
God of Israel has remembered his dead who sleep in the earth of the grave 
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the question of how the interval was spent: preaching to the 
righteous dead. The only authentic trace of this curious 
addition ! to be found in the whole of the New Testament is 
in the post-Pauline 1 Peter where it is said that (iii. 19) Christ 
“ being put to death in the flesh”* went to preach “ unio the spirits 
in prison” (év pviaxj), and a little farther on (iv. 6) that “ the 
gospel (was) preached also to them that are dead” (xai vexgoig 
evayycdiaOn). The origin of this Iegend* has been much 
discussed ; but it is sufficient here to notice that it was not an 
early one and results only from later speculation.® 

The date of the Resurrection was not fixed without some 
difficulty, because the third day of Hosea vi. 2 and the three 
days and three nights of Jonah did not agree when taken separ- 
atcly,* but appeared at first to demand a difference of a day 
between the respective dates. But in the time of Jesus there 
was a popular belief that the soul of a dead person remained 
in or near his body for three days, at the end of which it departed 
and corruption set in.5 Since Psalm xvi. (xv.) 10 asserts that 
God will not suffer his Holy One to see corruption, Jesus can- 
not remain longer than three days in the heart of the earth. It 
may be that the remembrance of the resurrection of Osiris on 
the third day after his death, or that of Attis on the fourth, 
exerciscd some influence on Hosea and Jonah,* but that did 


and has descended to them to tell them the good news of their salvation” 
(transl. Archimbault, i, 349). Irenwus repeats this passage which 
cannot possibly have uny foundation ; but the pscudo-prophecy may 
have bad some currency. 

+ Contra: Loofs, Christ's Descent into Hell, in Proceedings of Con- 
gress on Hist, of Hetigions at Oxford (1910): ‘he quotes several texts 
in allusion to the descent into hell which are not convineing.—-Cf. 
CXL, 246 f.; J. Turmel, La descente du Christ aux enferst, Paris, 
1906, and J. Kroll, Beitrige zum descensus ad inferos, Kénigsberg, 1922. 

On the discussion, ¢f. the Commentaries on 1 Peter, particularly 
Windiieh, Die Katholischen Briefe* (in LVIL), 71 ff., and R. Perdelwitz,, 
My ae sapere A, Petrusbriefes, 81 ff.; Giessen, 





tain CI, 82 f.; Loofs, op. 

* The Odes of Solomon (p: Batty y, belonging to the first quarter of 
the second century) ‘mention i it (xiii. 15-16). It cannot have been very 
long in existence. 

“The following support 7j i ules tH teltg: 1 Cor. xv. 4; Matt, 
xvi, 21; xvii, 28; xx. 19; ix. 22; xviii. 88, and petd tosic 
feteac: Mark viii. 81; ix. an; x x. 84; Matt. xii. 40 decidedly aup- 





ports the same formula, but does not adhere to it, 
+O, 841; CXCIH, 30; CIM, i, 177; XXXIV, 70; CCL, rate fe 
John xi, 89, where Martha, the sister of Lazarus, says to 
“ Lord, by this time he stinketh: for he hath been dead four days.’ 
*“CCKLVIL, 86; CXCMI, 30. Perhaps the resurrection of Adonis 
was also celebrated in Phasnicia on the third day. Cf. Baudissin, 
Adonis und Eshmun, 409. Leipzig, 1911. 
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not directly determine the Christian belief; the idea was in 
the air. There is scarcely any probability that the fixing of 
the death of Jesus on the Friday depends on a reminiscence, 
and we have no indication that the Resurrection was ever placed 
on any other day than Sunday. In other words, as soon as it 
was stated that the Master rose on such and sucha day, Sunday 
was selected as the day. This was apparently the first detail 
of Holy Week to be fixed, and indeed it determined all the 
others.! It is the orthodox view that the Resurrection of Jesus 
made Sunday the Lord’s day; but the critic may be permitted 
to ask whether it was not the contrary which happened, and 
whether the Resurrection was not fixed on the Sunday because 
that day was already considered as the Lord's day. No scrip- 
tural passage suggested Sunday as the Resurrection day.2| On 
the other hand, it appears that the first day of the week was 
the one on which a religious meeting * was held, from the very 
earliest Christian times, and that it was the Lord's day, or if 
you prefer the risen Lord's day, but the risen Lord's day is not 
to be confused with that of the Resurrection,‘ and nothing 
points to the idea that the memory of the Resurrection had 
any influence in fixing the religious service on that day. 

It is gencrally said that Sunday was chosen to distinguish 
the Christian meeting from the Jewish sabbath. It would then 
point to a later arrangement which took place after the separa- 
tion of the religions and in’ a Hellenistic environment. The 
desire of not being confused with the Jews appears clearly in 
the Didaché (viii. 1). But for pagans Sunday was the day of 
the sun (dies solis): could a connexion have been established 
between the glorified Lord and the sun ? 

Adherents of the mythological school do not hesitate. For 
them Jesus is the sun God. Without going to this extreme 
it remains true that an analogy was early perceived between 
Christ in glory and the sun; he is pre-eminently the essence 
of light. We remember the passage in Luke i. 78 ff., in the 
song of Zacharias: “the dayspring from on high hath visited 
us, to give light to them that sit in darkness,” and in Revelation 
xix. 12: “ his eyes were as a flame of fire"; and especially in 
John viii. 12: “I am the light of the world: he that followeth 
me shall not walk in darkness, but shall have the light of life" 
(cf. ix. 5). On the other hand, at the time of the rise of Chris- 
tianity sun gods were honoured everywhere, gods of salvation, 


2 CCL, 61. « = "GWU, i, 177. 

Cpe cxememmion i seelaocy ¥en! ooware Se: Hew: i. 10. 
, RHLE, 1912. 

Perera * COXXH, 82. 
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for the most part, for whom it seemed natural—and necessary 
—to substitute the true sol salutis, the radiant Christ, the 
conqueror of the evil shades of darkness in which the Black 
One, the Devil,! reigns. Philo had already often spoken of the 
Logos as the sun (ef. John i. 9: “‘ That was the true light” 
= tig 6 dAnOsvdr, which is the equivalent of fasoc 6 dAnbivds). 
The transference of the symbol to the Logos-Jesus was equally 
inevitable. Once this preliminary assimilation had been accom- 
plished, it became almost unavoidable that the day of the sun 
should be the day of the glorious Lord, as a result of his glori- 
fication. This explanation forces itself upon us as soon as we 
look for the origin of the religious observance of Sunday by 
believers.*| Thus the connexion of the Resurrection with the 
Lord’s Day, which is the starting point of the liturgical organiza- 
tion of Holy Week, resulted from a desire to justify established 
religious custom and from the reasoning which tended to con- 
fuse the day of the Resurrection with the day of the Risen 
Lord. 

The Ascension explains by a necessary miracle the return 
of the Glorified Lord to heaven after having assumed a material 
form on earth. 

At first it is confused with the Resurrection, as we have 
seen. The Synoptics know nothing about it, for Luke xxiv. 
51, which mentions it, placing it however on the first day of 
the week, is probably a late passage.* John and the Gospel 
of Peter suppose an immediate ascension, and we read again in 
the Epistle of Barnabas (first quarter of the second century) 
xv. 9: “ That is why we celebrate with joy the third day on which 
Jesus rose from the dead and on which, after showing himself, 
he ascended into heaven.” Apparently the question soon arose : 
why the risen Jesus did not remain on earth to establish the 
Messianic Kingdom. This explains the compromise expressed 
in Acts i. 8 ff. where Jesus is described as spending forty days 
among his disciples, “ speaking of the things pertaining to the 
kingdom of God.’’ And this second terrestrial life is brought 
to a close by the Ascension, which inaugurates the expectation 
of the parousia, that is, of the great manifestation of the Messiah 

1 The passages are collected and carefully explained in ¥. J. Dilger, 
Die Sonne der Gerechtigkeit und der Schwarze. Minster, 1919, particu- 


larly 100 f. 

"CCXKD, 85; XLVIU, 74. 

* Cf. XCVO, 248 ; LXXXIV, 148, still maintains that the suppression 
of xxiv. 51 is a correction which harmonizes Luke and Acts. This is 
possible. With regard to the divergence between Luke and Acta as 
to the date of the Resurrection and the attempts at reconciliation, 
of. XLY, iii, 156, n. 1. 
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prophesied by Daniel. He and God alone know the time of 
this final return and it is useless to attempt to guess it. The 
death of the Lord, the first great stumbling-block, is then 
explained by the necessity of redeeming man and the Cosmos. 
That is Paul's thesis and the core of his preaching which he 
himself calls (1 Cor. i. 18) the preaching of the cross (3 Adyog 
6 rod atavgot); but this carries us beyond the boundaries of 
Palestine and the apostolic point of view. The same is true 
of the legend of the second terrestrial life, which the original 
disciples could not possibly have accepted. . 

The legend of the Resurrection continued to undergo expan- 
sion, but we may say that it had assumed its essential form 
by a.p. 60 or 70. It was the result of a continuous process 
inspired by an inward logical necessity which transformed the 
spiritual manifestation which illuminated and strengthened 
Peter, into the material manifestation described by the sources. 
The impulse of the process is to be sought in the attempt to 
meet sceptical objections and hostile criticisms. 


ConcLusion 


We do not know what happened to the body of Jesus after 
his death. Synoptic tradition was no better informed and the 
story of the burial which it reports is only a deduction resulting 
from apologetic necessities. In its earliest form, the belief in 
the Resurrection was the result of a return of confidence in 
Jesus on the part of Peter and his companions, which the 
unexpected arrest and crucifixion of their Master had almost 
shattered. This process was the result of certain conditions 
in their environment, which also helped to determine the 
conclusion they reached and to ensure their success. 

The evolution of the legend was a complicated process in 
which were combined details produced by apologetic needs, 
inferences arising from the Christological development of the 
faith, and expansions resulting from theological speculation. 
The completed result bears the impress of the different stages 
and the varying environments through which it passed. No- 
thing of all this will surprise the historian of religions; both the 
creation of the belief in the Resurrection and its transformation 
into legend are familiar processes. Its chief originality lies in 
the peculiar process of its development which started from the 
subjective phenomenon of the visions and worked back to their 
objective justification. 


586 THE DEATH OF JESUS 


There would have been no Christianity if the belief in the 
Resurrection had not been founded and systematized. Well- 
hausen is therefore right in saying that Jesus would have left 
no mark on history had it not been for his death. The Apostles’ 
teaching ts really that of the death and resurrection of Jesus.) 
The whole of the soteriology and the essential teaching of 
Christianity rests on the belief in the Resurrection, and on the 
first page of any account of Christian dogma might be written 
as a motto Paul's declaration (1 Cor. xv. 14): “ And if Christ 
be not risen, then is our Preaching vain, and your faith is also 
vain”? (uarala 4 lotic tudw éorly). 

From the strictly historical point of view, the importance 
of the belicf in the Resurrection is scarcely less, in so far as 
it concerns the foundation, development and expansion of the 
Christian religion. By means of that belief, faith in Jesus and 
in his mission became the fundamental element of a new religion, 
which, efter separating from, became the opponent of Judaism, 
and set. out to conquer the world. It also rendered Christianit: 
a favourable soil for syncreti: influences, by virtue of whic! 
the Jewish Messiah, unintelligible and uninteresting to the 
Grecks, became the Lord, the Saviour, the Son of God, the 
supreme Master of the Universe, before whom the whole creation 
bends the knee.?_ The ground was prepared for it throughout 
the oriental world by the ancient myth of the dying and rising 
God ; * it sustained and fostered the doctrine founded on the 
conviction of the apostolic witnesses and made possible the 
victorious carecr of Christianity. It is doubtful, however, 
whether the dogma of the Resurrection, which has so Jong been 
the mainstay of Christianity, has not, in our day, become too 
heavy a burden for it to bear. 











EPILOGUE 


ig he Last Things which Jesus expected did not happen. 
The Kingdom which he announced did not appear and 
the prophet died on the cross instead of contemplating the 
expected Miracle from the hill of Zion. He must then have 
been mistaken. By all the canons of probability and logic 
his name and his work should have fallen into oblivion, as 
happened to many another in Israc! at that period who thought 
himself to be someone. What could remain of a movement 
which foundered in disaster after its bricf day, without having 
succeeded in deeply stirring the people of Palestine ? 

But this man, who could not or would not rouse the people 
by his message, this prophet, who at most had been able to 
stir a ripple of sympathetic curiosity and perchance a flecting 
hope in the toilers of Galilee, had so touched the heart of a 
few disciples, that their attachment to his person survived his 
death. Their love and trust brought him to life and gave him 
a future, though not that which he had anticipated. Nothing 
of him has survived save the memory of his existence and the 
influence of his work on his intimate associates. We sce his 
figure transformed into the vindication of events which he could 
not have foreseen, and of institutions which, to say the least, 
would have seemed strange to him. From the moment of his 
Resurrection his person began to undergo a transformation which 
removed him ever further from reality. The divine legend, 
which was rendered necessary by the evolution of the faith 
which followed its development, even to the point of identify- 
ing the Nazarene with God, very soon obliterated and sub- 
merged the few fragments of human reality preserved in the 
memory of the Galilean disciples. They were of no interest 
to believers who only wanted te know the crucified Saviour, 
the Glorified Christ, the Lord who was God’s representative 
in this world. Nothing, or very little, of his work remained, 
nor could it be expected to survive the unparalleled trans- 
formation of his person. A few vestiges survived, perhaps, in 
the imposing edifice of Christian doctrine, but they lost their 
meaning when they were separated from their original con- 
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nexion, and inserted into a religious setting which was not that 
of the Nazarene. 

Although it is an unquestioned fact that Jesus’ dream of 
the future which embodied the expectation of the Poor in Israel, 
ended in failure, it is, nevertheless, true that the rise of the 
Galilean prophet marks the beginning, however accidental, of 
the religious movement from which Christianity sprang. The 
lowly spring which pours a slender trickle over the stones 
neither promises nor foresees the great river to which it gives 
rise, nevertheless, from it the river has its origin and being. 

And yet it remains true that the Christian religion is not 
the religion which filled the whole being of Jesus; he neither 
foresaw it nor desired it. Wellhausen? is right when he says 
that enthusiasm engendcred Christianity, but it was the enthu- 
siasm of the disciples, not that of Jesus. 


+ OXI, 150. 
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Acts of the Apostles : authorship 
and date, 22 ff. 
evidence of: concerning the life 
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teaching, 292; concerning the 
betrayal, 456; concerning the 
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cerning the Resurrection and . 
manifestation as Messiah, 534 ; 
concerning the _post-resur- 
rection life of Jesus, 534; 
concerning the fellowship 
{ioowavia) of the “Apostles, 





f. 
Adoration of the shepherds, 94 
Anon, near Salem, 158 
Agropha: definition of, 58 
documentary value of, 58 f. 
‘on the teaching of Jesus, 282 
Am-haares (the common people), 
55 


the relations of Jesus with them, 
214, 811 f. : 
Anavim (the poor in Israel), 148 
in relation to the preaching of - 
Jesus, 215, 968 
their conception of God, 356, 
858, 864 
Andrew, the Apostle, call of, 217 
Annes (the High Priest), Jesus 
before, 461 
Annunciation, the, 110 f. 
Apocalypse of John: 
concerning Jesus, 26 
evidence concerning his teach- - 
ing, 282 
Apocalyptic teaching of Jesus, ace 
Eschatology : 
Apocrypha, New Testament: de- 
finition and value of, 57f. 
stories of the childhood of Jesus, ' 
188 f. 
on the Crucifixion, 431 1 
on the site of the tomb, 493 


evidence 


Apocrypha, New ‘Testament ; on 
the discovery of the empty 
tomb, 498 

on the Resurrection, 510 

Apollonius of Tyana, miractes of, 
198 

Apostles, 217 f. 

lists of, 220 f. 
their flight at Gethsemane, 458 f. 

Appearances of the Risen’ One: 

scriptural evidence of, 501 ff. 
basis of the aster faith, 512 
mechanism of, 521 ff. 

Aramaic, the language of Jesus, 187 

Archelaus, 96 


. Arrest, the, of Jesus, 457-41 


historical probability of, 471 
Ascension, the, 509 ff., 525, 5Ht 
Axsclepiades, miracles of, 193 
Asclepios, wonder-working of, 192 
Attis, sacred meal of, 446 
Augustine, St., on the uppearance 

of Jesus and his portraits, 
166 


Bannos, the hermit, 152, 154 
Baptism among the Jews, 150 f. 
Baptiam of Jesus, 146 f. 
locality of, 152 f. 
seene of, 155 f. 
variant reading of Codex D, 
108 f., 260 
Baptism, Christian: unknown to 
Jenus, 16: 
according to Paul, 446 





. Barabbas, 462, 468-71, 475 


Beeizebub and Jesus, 194, 199, 277 


: Bethany: Jesus stays at, 229, 413, 


416 
anointing at, 410 f., 425 
Bethlehem of Judah: the town of 
David, 91 
scene of the birth of Jeaua, 00 f., 
5 
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Bethlehem of Zebulon, 01 
Bethnaida, cursing of, 198 
Betrayal, see Judas 


Birth, Virgin : scriptural evidence ' 


for, 115-82 
origin of the belief in, 115 9. 
date and growth of belief in, 
1269. 
Births, miraculous, }20 4. 
Blood, symbotiam of, 446 
Bread : breaking o of, ‘apostolic, 437. 
See Eucha 
eucharistic, 480; in Acta and the 
Didaché, 488 ff.; in Paul's 
letters, 441 ff. 
Brethren, the (= Christians), 181 
united by the xowwnla, 431 
Brothers (and sisters) of Jesus, 
129 f. 
Buddha, the temptation of, 159 


Cesarea Philippi, 226 


Calaphas (the High Priest), Jesus _ 


before, 402 
Canon of the New Testament, de- 
finition of, 27 
Capernaum (cursing of), 198, 201, 
214 


scene of the preaching of Jesus, 


224 
Celsus, evidence of, concerning 
Jesus, 14 
Cephas, see Peter 
Childhood of Jesus, stories of, 91-6, 
183 
Chorazin (cursing of}, 198, 201, 
214 
Christ, meaning of the word, 281 
Christianity, growth of, 1 f., 406 f., 
410, 535 
Christmas, fixing of, 103 f. 
Christology, formation of, 177, 241 
290 
chrom logy. of the life of Jesus: 
nativity, 96-104 
public life, 205-11 
Holy Week, 421-7 
Church, the : its relation to Jesus, 
814 
origins of, 828 f. 
in Paulinism, $28 f. 
Claudia Procula, 470 
Clopas, brother of Joseph, 131 








Clothes of Jesus, the, casting lots - 


for, 482 


| Disciples of Jesus : 


INDEX 


; Commandment, the Great, 876- 
88, 801 f., 807 
Commandments of the Law, Jesus 
and the, 310 
Commission, Biblical Pontifical, on 
Acta, 22 
on the Pastoral Epistles, 28 
Communion, 431 f. 
in Acts and the Didaché, 438 97. 
in Poul, 441 f. See Eucharist 
Confession of Peter, 200 
Consciousness, Messianic, of Jesus, 
268-95 
Constantine and the discovery of 
the Holy Places, 479 f. 
Covenant (New), 302, 869, 444 
Covenants between Jahweh and 
the Jews, 301 
Crowds at the preaching of Jesus, 
212-22 
Crucifixion, the, 477-89 
date of, 422 f. 
reality of, 477 
episodes, 479 77. 
Synoptic mythical expansions of, 
484 
Johannine mythical expansions 
‘of, 487 
soteriological significance of, 
534 
Cup : at the Passover, 430 
at the Last Supper, 485~49 
in the Didacké, 489 f. 
in Paul, 441 f. 


Davidie descent of Jesus, 107 f. 

— genealogies, 109 f. 

— evidence of Paul, 111 

— silence of John, 112 

— connexion with the 

Birth, 115 ff. 

Demonology of Jesus, 366 

Descent, ay Hell, the, 26, 531 
jiaspora, 8 f, 

Didaché, on the Eucharist, 489 f. 

Dionysius the Less, 108 

origin and call 


Virgin 


of, 217 f. 

number of, 219 

Jewish legalism of, 802 
Discourses, Gospel, 50, 288 
Disposition of Jesus, 169-84 
Divorce, 884 f. 
Docetists, definition of, 898, n. 1 

on the Crucifixion, 481 


INDEX 


Easter Faith, the, 518-86 
nature of the eppearances, 515— 
1 


2 
mechsnism'of the visions, 521- 


legendary development, 528-35 

Ebionites, definition of, 111 

their rejection of the genealogies, 
1 


— — — — Virgin Birth, 120 
Gospel according to the, 57 
Egyptians, Gospel according to the, 
37 


Elizabeth and the birth of John the 
Baptist, 96 

— and the Virgin Birth, 127 
Emmanuel (= Jesus), 78 

a Messianic designation, 123 
Emmaus, the disciples at, 506 /. 
Emotions, the, of Jesus, 182-4 
Enoch, Jesus and, 187 
Entry, the Messianic, 228 f., 413 
Folps nanius on the Virgin Birth, 


_ on the pre-Christian Nazarencs, 
142 





— on the Jewish sects, 151 
— on the Alogi, 207 
Eschatology: Jesua and the 
popular apocalyptic, 800 
vesurrection of the dead and 
the immortality of the~ soul, 


3891 
Hell and Paradise, 892 f. 
the judgment, 895-8 
Essenes, the: and John the 
Baptist, 150 77. 
und Jesus, 189, 807, 400 
Ethical teaching of Jesus, 369-88. 
See Jesus, teaching of 
and Eschatology, 872 f. 
metanoia, 215, 849 ff., 869 f. 
Eucharist, the, 434-49 
documents, 435 7. 
ptimitive synazia, 440 
Pauline, 442 
was it a sacrament ?, 443 /. 
historical origin of, 445 f. 
Eusebius on the evidence of 
Josephus, 37 
on Nazareth, 82 
on the portraits of Jesus, 165 f. 
on the Holy Places, 480 
Eve, the Gospel of, 37 
Evil, the problem of, 351, 866 


357 


Family, Jesus and the, 884 f. 

Family of Jesus, lack of ‘under. 
standing, 145, 182 

Fasting, Jesus and, 808 f. 

Fathers, Apostolic : evidence con- 
cerning Jesus, 50 

evidence concerning his teaching, 

232 

Feartn, Jewish, kept by Jesus, 


Feeling. af Jesus, religious, 183 f. 

Flagellation, 478 

Folklore and the Childhood legends, 
105 

Forerunner, legend of, 155 f., 200 

Form-criticism, method of, 62 


Gamaliel and Pat 
Genealogies of Jesus, 109-15 
Gethsamane, 457 
Gilgamesh and Jenus, 68 
God: in the teaching of Jesus, 
353-61 

the fatherhood of, 859-68 
Golgotha, 479 
Gospel, the definition of, 825 

to whom addressed, 314 
Greek, did Jesus speak ?, 188-9 





Halachah, Jesus and the, 800, 801, 
$10 


Hallel, 525 

Hebrew, did Jesus know ?, 187 f. 

Hebrews, Gospel according to the, 
57 


on the Resurrection, 407 ff. 
Hell in the teaching of Jesus, 851, 
B02 
Hemerobaptists, 151 
Herod the Great and the Nativity, 


96 

Herod Antipas and Jobn the Bap- 

tist, 148 

— — and Jesus, 224 f. 

— — trial of Jesus before, 465, 
4674. 

Herodians, the, Jesus and, 188, 
216 

Hillel and Jesus, 211 

— and the am-haaveg, 811 f. 

History, the, of Joseph the Carpenter, 
37 


History of the Birth of Mary and of 
the Childhood of the Saviour, 
127 
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Holy Sepulchre, the identification 
of, 4797. 


Iconography of Jesus, 164 f. 

Incarnation, the, Pauline and 
Johannine doctrine of, 114, 
124 

Innocents, massacre of the, 93 7. 

Inscription, the, on the cross, 482-8 


Iren@us of Lyuns on the report of 


Pilate, 14f. 


ance of Jesus, 164 





427 





—- — on the physical appear. : 


-- — on the Johannine chron- | 


on the death of Jesus, | 


Itinerary of Jesus: the Synoptic | 


achenie of the, 228-80 


the Johannine scheme of the, 228 ' 


Jahweh, development of concep: ‘ 


tion in Israel, 314 ff. Sce God 
Juirus, the daughter of, 196, 201 
James the son of Zebedec : cull of, 
207, 221 
requent of, 286 


Jamea the brother of the Lord, 128 


death of, 17 f. 
vision of Jesus, 510 
James, the Protevangelium of, 57 
Jerome on John the Baptist, 153 
— on the use of parables in Pales- 
tine, 258 
Jerusalem in the time of Jesus, 
413 7. 
— Jesus at, 409-27 
Jesus: present century view of, 


existence of : 
for, 12-16; 
for, 16-2 
for, 22-6; 





Gospel evidence 


pagan evidence * 
jewish evidence , 
3 Christian evidence § 


for, 26-36 ; Apostolic evidence | 


for, 26-57; Extra-canonical, 
57-40 ; the problem of, 63-8 
Jesus : meaning of the name, 76-8 

a sacred name ¥, 78 

birth of, 90-104 

family of, 105-32 

childhood of, 183-44 

occupation of, 184 

culture of, 185 

language of, 187 f. 


INDEX 


Jesus ; religious environment of, 
1389 7. 


Essene influence on, 140 

Pharisaic influence on, 141 

and the Jewish sects, 142 

Messianic faith of, 142 

in the Temple at the age of 
twelve, 143 

age of, at the beginning of bis 
career, 07 

advent of, 145-168 

misunderstood by his family, 144 

and John the Baptist, 145-58, 
199 

baptism of, 155-8 

temptation of, 158 f. 

relations with John the Baptist, 
158-68 

physical appearance of, 164-9 

portraits of, 165-9 

mental characteristics of, 169-78 

psychological characteristics of, 
176-84 


public career of, 185-280 
clothing of, 186 

house of, 187 

means of cxistence of, 187 f. 
food of, 187 

habits of, 187 f. 

miracles of, 180 7. 

suceess of, 212-30 
contradictory passages, 215-17 
reasons for fuilure of, 215 f. 
disciples of, 217-23 

itinerary of, 228-80 

Messianic entry of, into Jeru- 


salem, 228 f. 
teaching of, 281-408 ; sources 
for, 231 ff.; content of the 


Logia, 233 ; value of, 238-42 ; 
characteristics of, 245 ff. ; 
form of, 248-56 

the prophet, 257-9 

the Son of God, 259-68 

the Messiah, 266-95 

the Son of Man, 270-9 


purpose of his teaching, 206-7 
and Judaism, 206-813 

and the Torah, 207-807 

and the Temple, 307-18 
universalism of, 314-18 

and the Church, 818-24 

and the Kingdom, 825-52 
and God, 853-68 


INDEX 


Jesus : Ethics of, 360-88 

and the Law of Love, 876-84 

and the practical life. 884-8 

Eschatology of, 389-08 

and Apocalyptic, 390 ff. 

and the resurrection and the 
immortality of the soul, 301 f. 

and Hell and Paradise, 302-3 

and the Judgment, 395-8 

originality of, 809-408 

at Jerusalem, 409-27 

the anointing st Bethany, 420 

chronology of the Passion, 421-7 

the Last Supper, 428-49 

the Passion, 450-72 

the betrayal, 450-7 

Gethsemane, 457-8 

the arrest, 457-61 

the trial, 461-6 ; befure Annas 
and Caiaphas, 462-5 ; 
the Sanhedrin, 464-5 ; before 
Dilute, 465-8; before Herod, 
407 f. 

and Barabbas, 468-9 

the flagellation, 473 f. 

the mocking, 473-7 

the Crucifixion, 477-80 

the death, 483-9 





Resurrection of, 490-512 

burial of, 491-3 

discovery of the empty tumb, 
494-501 

the appearances of, 501-12 

nature of the appearances, 515- 
21 

the Easter Faith, 518-36 

its origin, 517 7 

mechanism of the visions, 

materialization of the Resurrec- 
tion, 528-35 

the descent into Hell, 531-2 

the Sun of Salvation, 533-4 

the Ascension of, 584-5 

conclusion concerning, 585-6 

Messianization of, by the dis- 
ciples, 48-4 

Johanan (Rabbi), 308 

Johanan ben Zakkai, 20 f. 

John the Baptist, birth of, 96 
relation with Jesus, 158-63 
preaching and baptism of, 149- 

58 





baptism of Jesus, 135 ff. 
the Forerunner, 156 


+ Joseph (father of dexux) : 


before - 


521-8 | 


. Justin : 
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John the Baptist: relations with 
Jesus after the Baptism, 
158-88 

his request for an explanation 
from Jesus, 277 
herald of the Kingdom, 387 

John the son of Zebedee : cull of, 

217, 221 
request of, 286 

John the Presbyter, evidence con- 
cerning the Goxpels, 89 f. 

Jonah, the sign of, 197 f. 

Jonathan (Rabbi), 301 








name 
und occupation of, 105 f. 


descent 








and the Gospel 
tradition, 115 f. 
in the Apoeryphal Gospels, 127 f. 
ity of, 129 fF. 
children of, 129 
first marriage of, 181 
perpetual virginity of, 131 
Joseph of Arimathiea, 41-3 
Josephus, Flavius: evidence of, 
concerning Jesus, 16 2) 
silence of,concerning Nazareth, 81 
‘on the course of studicy in Pales- 
tine, 145 f. 
on Jobn the Buptint, 148 f. 
on Bannos, 152, 154 
on the chronology, 211 
Josephus (the Slavonic), 19, 149, 
2eL 








Jones (Brother of Senus), 129 
Judaism, Jesus and, 29 








Judas Iscariot 
Apostolic fist: 
prediction of his betrayal, 451 
his be! 450 
his historicity, 434-7 
and the eae af desus, 459 


the 











Judgment : 
general, 393 
forms of, 895 f. 
the Judge, 395 


tod hdea, B98 





on the report of Pilate, 15 
‘on the Gospels, 28 

on the Virgin Birth, 120 

on the appearance of Jesus, 166 
on the Jewish Messiah, 261 

on the Eucharist, 436 
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Justus of Tiberias, silence con- 
cerning Jesus, 16 


Kingdom, the : according to Jesus, : 


‘87, 206 f., 825-52 
indefinable, 325 
modern views, 826-7 
Jewish conception, 828 f. 
Jesus’ conception of, 830 f., 341 
B52 
setting-up of, 847-52 
time of its setting-up, 844-6 
locality and duration of, 847-8 


conditions of entry into, 848- ' 


52 
ethics of, 876-84 
apocalyptic realization of, 889 f. 
thone who will enter into it, 
890 


Lamb, pascl 
430, 422, 487 

Law, see Torah 

Lentulus, the Letter of, 15, 166-9 





beni, the son of Alphwus, call of, , 


218 
Levine, the, and the gencalogics, 


Life, spublie, of Jesus, 27, 185-230 
general character of, 185 f. 
duration of, 205-18 
Logia (= Q), definition of, 35 f. 
origin, composition and date of, 
0-2 
historical value of, 50-7 
source for the teaching of Jesus, 
288 
Logos, the, in John, 118 
Love, the Law of, 876-64 
principle of contradiction, 883 
virtues implied in it, 877 
Luke, the author of the Second 
Gospel and the Acts, 29 
portrait of Jesus by, 168 
Luke, the Gospel of: authorship, 
date snd origin of, 20-80 
sourcea, 30 





Malchus, 459 
Mandeans, the, 151 


Marcion on the Baptism of Jesus, | 


147 
Mark, the Gospel of, 20 
date and place of origin, 81 
priority of, 84 





symbolism of, 424, ; 
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Mark, the Gospel of: origin, 
i authorship snd composition, 
85-42 
: __ Urmareua, 89 
; Mary (Mother of Jesus), 105 
i name, 106 
i family, 107 
our ignorance concerning her, 107 
and the genealogies, 114 
and the Virgin Birth, 115-82 
and the Annunciation, 126 f. 
calumnies concerning, 127 f, 
her first-born son, 120-82 
other children of, 181 
| perpetual virginity of, 180 
Mary (sister of the Virgin), 181 
Mary Magdalene, 187, 401 
witness. of the Resurrection, 
| 495 f., 508 
Masbotheans, 151 
Matthew, the Gospel of, author- 
ship, date and origin, 29-31 
' Meals, sacred, 442-6 









Messiah: did Jesus claim to be 
the ?, 268-95 
confession before the High 


Priest, 282, 462 
i — — Pilate, 282, 462 
| confession of Peter, 288, 203 
the Messianic secret, 284, 208 
the suffering Messiah, 260 
the pseudo-Daniclic Messiah, 275 
the future Messiah, 280 
the Jewish Messiah, 43 
not to be born of a virgin, 121 
aman, 261 
against Satan, 150 
Messianization of Jesus by his 
disciples, 43 f. 
— by the Baptism, 108, 
144 








i 
i 

j by the Resurrection, 28, 
| 43 f., 108, 280, 291 

i by Davidie descent, 109 
| by the Virgin Birth, 114 
| Tm Process of, 212 f. 
1 

H 





Mdtanoia (= 8 moral transforma- 
tion brought about by repent- 
ance): preached by Jobn the 
Baptist, 150, 869 

by Jesus, 215, 349 ff., 869 f. 
the gift of Jahweh; 374 

{ Millennium, the, not found in the 

Gospels, 347 

: Afinim (= the Christians), 21 












INDEX 


Miracle, definition of, 189 
criticism of, 190 
apologetic proof of, 101 
in the time of Jesus, 192 
miraculous themes, 194 f. 

Miracles of Jesus, 189-208 

— opinion of Jesus about, 189-92 

Mithra, festival of, and Chri 





108 f. 
Mocking, the, 473-8 
Morality, see Ethics 
Muratorian Canon, 29 





and the Resurrection, 528 
Myth i in early Christian tradition, 


— in the life of Jesus, 105-8 
Mythological school, the, 68-70 
criticism of, 70-5 
on the name of Jesus, 79 


Name, magical value of, 76 
Nazarene, the, discussion of the 





title, 76-89 
Nazarenes : in the Talmud, 21 
pre-Christian : and Jesus, 14} /., 
161, 156; and John t 


Baptist, 151, 156, 162 
the Gospel according to the, 57 
Nazareth (the town), 79 f. 
Place where Jesus was born ?, 
90-6 


Olives, Mount of, 457 
Origen on the evidence of Josephus, 
19 


— on the virginity of Mary, 128- 
80 


— on the appearance of Jesus, 164 
— on the miracles of Jesus, 193 
-— on the chronology of John, 207 
Origins, Christians, actual position 
of the problem of, 1-24 
Oxyrhyachus Papyrus,evidence of, 
concerning Jesus, 57 f. 


Palestine : the schools of, 135 f. 
scene of the life of Jesus, 185 f. 
miractes in, 198 f. 

Panthera (or Pandera), the legend 

of, 21, 128 
Papias of Hierapolis, evidence of, 
concerning the Gospels, 88 f. 


561 


Parables: definition of, 250 
Jewish form of, 258 
object of, 253 f. 
mystery of, 255 
Paradosie {= oral tradition): 
evidence of, concerning the life 
of Jesus, 42-50 
expansion of, 43 f. 
on the spirit and teaching of 
Jeaus, 50-7 
Parousia { =. the return of Christ), 
‘287, 397, 440, S02 
expectution of the Kingdom 
transformed into, 325, 848, 
845, 853 f., 400, 449 
Passion, the, see Jesus 
Passover: the Jewish, ritual of, 
420f. 
kept by Jesus, 207 f. 
Jesus’ last, 419 f., 428 32 
Paul: the Apostle, un the exiat- 
enec of Jes 
his christologica) 
2s. 
on the Davidie descent of Jesus, 
11 








Inborations, 





his life in Christ, 175 

on the Twelve, 221, 453 

on the Law, 301, 306 

on the Christian Passover, 432 

on the Kucharint, 441 J, 

on Baptism, 446 

on the Resurrection, 802 f., 522 f. 

his jon on the road to Damas- 

cus, 523. 

Peter, Simon : 

call of, 217 

Telation to Jesus, 220 

confession of, 283, 208 

primacy of, 284 

denial of, 421, 454, 404 

and the Easter F 

Epiatles of, concer 

on the Descent into Hel Il, 582 





house of, 187 








216f., 401-5 
attitude towards Jesus, 186 f., 
225, 401, 450f. 
and the Sabbath, 300 f. 
attitude towards sinners, 875 
Philip : the Apostle, 217 
the Gospel of, 87 
Philo of Alexandria and Jesus, 16 
— — — on ecstasy, 174 
—~ — — on the true Isreci, 514 


562 
Philo of Alexandria on Pilate, 
415 


-~ — — on the Logos and the 
Sun, 684 
Photius, 16 
Pilate, Pontius, 97, 211 
character of, 416 
and the Passion, 461-8 
the wife of, 470 
Pilate (Peeudo-), the report o; 
Places, Holy, topography 
Pliny the Elder, 18 
Pliny the Younger, 14 
Predestination, unknown to Jesus, 
866 f. 
Pre-exintence of Christ uccording 
to Paul, 118 
Prophet, Jesus », 205, 801, 402-5 
Prophets, the : known to Jesus, 187 
and Nomism, 287 f. 
and the Covenant, 801 f. 
Protevangelium of James on the 
brothera of Jesus, 180 
Psalms, the, familiar to Jesus, 1387 
Paychiatrists, the, and Jesus, 169— 
78 





16 f. 





Purification of the Temple, the, 
418 f. 
Purim ond the Passion, 475 


Q, sce Logia 

Quartodeciman controversy, 426 

Quirinius and his enrolment, 96- 
104 


Redemption and the Bucharist, 
442 f. 


~~ and the Crucifixion, 534 

Resurrection : the, of Jesus, 400— 
512. See Jesus 

-~ of the dead, the : in the teach- 
ing of Jesus, 891 f. ; according 
to Paul, 522 f. 

Revelations and Christology, 45 

Rhythm in the Synoptics, 38 


Righteousness (ducaioovrd), mean- | 


ing of, 811 


Sabbath, Jesus and the, 800 
Sacra, the, and the Passion, $74 
Sacraments, the: Jesus and the 
idea of, 865 
Sadducees, the: hostility of, to 
Jesus, 225, 418 
and the Passion, 450 








L479 f. 


INDEX 


maT the Orphie conception 
of, Bf. 
Sanhedrin, the: spirit of, 418 
competence of, 460, 468 
+ the ruler of this world, 866 
tempts Jesus, 159 
resisted by Jesus, 194-9 
enters into Judas, 451 
Saturnalia, the, and the Passion, 475 
mers craters pagan conception 
of, Bf. 


' Sayings of Jesus, 51 f 287 ff 





bes : against Jesus, ph asf, 





Jesus against the, 810 f., 420 
the good scribe, 811 
Scriptures, the, their influence on 
Jesus, 187 
Sects, Jewish, Jesus and the, 141 7., 
B99 f. 

Servant of Jahweh, the, 163, 289 f. 
Shemoneh Esreh, the: and the 
cursing of the Minim, 21 

and the promise of the Kingdom, 
207 
Shroud, the Holy, of Turin, 166 
Simon of Cyrene, 431, 480 f. 
Simon the Samaritan, 75 
Simon ben Menakiah, 301 
Sinners, Jesus the friend of, 875 f. 
Son of David: the genenlogies, 
100-15 
in relution to Messianism, 268-70 
Son of God: in Mark, 117 
in John and Paul, 124 f., 263 
in the Synoptics, 250-65 
did Jesus use the expression ?, 
262 f. 
ndig and vids, 266-8 
Son of Man: meaning of the title, 


270 f. 
Jewish use of, 272 f. 
use in the Gospels, 278 f. 
did Jesus use it ?, 274-9 
Suetonius, evidence of, concerning 
Jeaus, 14 
Sun, Christ and the, 483 f. 
Sunday, the day of the Resurrec- 
tion ?, 588 
Supper the Last, 428-49 
ion of, 428-82 
Paschal character of, 420 ff. 
prediction of the betrayal at, 
450-7 
the Eucharist, 434-47 





INDEX 


Symbolism of numbers, the : three 

and twelve, 143 
three and a half years, 200 

Synaxia, the: primitive euchar- 
istic gathering, 440 

Syneretism, definition of, 9 

Synoptic Gospels, the : definition, 
a 


historical value of, 47-50 
authors of, 20 

date of, 29-31 

text of, 32 

language of, 82 f. 

resemblances and differences, 


88 f. 
priority of Mark, 3 f. 
place of origin of, 3 
sources of, 35 ff. 
Mark and Urmarcus, 38-11 
Q, 40-1 
characteristics of, 41 f., 234-7 
their picture of Jesus, 42 f. 
expansion of their text, 44-50. 


Tacitus, concerning Jesus, 1:3 
Talmud : concerning Jesus, 21 
on the schools of Palestine, 135-6 
Teaching of Jesus, sre Jesus, 
teaching of 
‘Temple personnel, the, 413 
~~ Jesus anc the, 307-18 
— Jesus greater than the, 310. 
— cleansing of, 418 
Temptation of Jesus, 158 f. 
Tertullian : on Pilate, 14. 
his text of John i, 13, 118 
on the Virgin Birth, 126 
on the appearance of Jenus, 
165 
Thaddeus, or Labbeus, the Apostle, 
220 f. 


Thaltus, the Samaritan, 14 
Thieves, the two, 483 
Thomas, the Gospel of, 57 


563 
‘Tiberius, the fifteenth year of, 96 f., 
210 
Tomb of Jesus, the: burial in, 
401-3 
guard at, 492 f. 


discovery af the empty, 414 501 
Torah, Jesus and the, 207 307 


‘Tradition, the Apostolic, ace Pura- 
dosis 


Transfiguration, the, 45% 

Trial of Jesus, the, 401-7 

Tyre and Sidon, the journey of 
Jesus to, 225. 











Universalism, 314 f. 

among the Jews, 315 f. 

of Jesus, 315-18 
Unieavened bread, 421 

not uscd at tl st Supper, 430 
Urmarcus, 38-9, 





Veronica, the, 166 

Veupasiun, miracies of, 193. 

Vinegar, at the Crucifixion, $n2, 
484, 480 

Virgin-mothers (goddesses) anil the 
‘Virgin Birth, 120 f. 

Visions, sce Appearances 


Week, Holy : chronology of, 4217 
chief episodes of, 418-21 
minor episodes of, 468 72 
formation of the tradition con- 
cerning, 5% f. 
Wine, euchuristic, 442 f. 
Women, holy, who followed Jesun, 
187 
ut Golgotha, 488 f 
at the Tomb, 494 f. 
witnesses of the Hesurrection, 
506-8 


‘Zarathustra, temptations of, 150 
Zoganes and the Pussivn, 474 f. 
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THE HISTORY OF CIVILIZATION 


HIS series marks one of the most ambitious adventures in the 
| annala of book publishing. Its aim is to present in accessible 
form the results of modern research throughout the whole 
range of the Social Sciences—to summarize in one comprehensive 
synthesis the most recent findings of historians, anthropologists, 
archaologists, sociologista, and all conscientious students of civilization. 
To achieve success in this stupendous undertaking, the new French 
series, L’Evolution de !Humanité, in which the leading savants of France 
ate collaborating with the Director of the Bibliothéque de Synthéve 
Historique, M. Henri Berr, is being incorporated. Distinguished 
historians, both European and American, are contributing volumes in 
their several departments. 

The field has been carefully mapped out, as regards both subjects 
and periods; and, though the instalments will be published as they are 
ready, the necessary chronological sequence will be secured by the 
fact that the volumes of the French collection will be used as a nucleus. 
Each work will be entirely independent and complete in itself, but 
the volumes in a given group will be found to supplement one another 
when considered in relation to a particular subject or period. 

‘The volumes are uniformly bound im a fine art-cambric cloth, with 
specially designed gold lettering and emblem. royal octavo in size, 

THE TIMES LITERARY SUPPLEMENT devoted a leading 
article to the first four volumes, in which the series was described as 
being “ composed by all the talents”. 

THE MANCHESTER GUARDIAN wrote that “it is a heroic 
attempt, which will be sympathetically watched, to bring some light into 
the vast mass of ill-organized knowledge which we owe to modern research 
and 10 make it available in the end for the guidance of the world.” 

NATURE, the leading scientific journal, in a six-column review, 
provides a striking summary of the aims and objects of the series: “ The 
History of Civilization promises to be perhaps the most important 
contribution so far undertaken towards the task of organization and 
systematizacion of the social studies. A glance at the prospectus makes 
ua anticipate a library of masterpieces, for the best workers of France, 
Great Britain, and some other countries are contributing from their 
own speciality and are attempting to bring it into line with the con- 
tributions from neighbouring fields and with the results of general 





tociology. Including ali the volumes of the important French collection, 
L’Eoolution de PHumenité, the English library contains additions and 
improvements which will place it above its continental counterpart. 
The volumes already issued bear out our best hopes.” 


The following plan, comprising just under one hundred titles, though not 
definitive, will serve to convey a general notion of the nature and scope of 
the enterprise :* 


A. PRE-HISTORY AND ANTIQUITY 


I Inraopucrion axp Parz-Hisroxy 


“Social Organization “W.H. R. Rivers 
The Earth Before History Edmond Perrier 
Prehistoric Man Jacques de Morgan 

“Life and Work in Prehistoric Times G. Renard 

*The Dawn of European Civilization Ve Gordon Childe 
Language: a Linguistic Introduction to History 7. Vendeye 
A Geogmphical Introduction to History L. Febore 
Race and History &. Pittard 

*The Aryans ¥. Gordon Childe 
From Tribe to Empire A. Moret and G. Davy 

“Money and Monetary Policy in Early Times ALR. Burns 

*The Diffusion of Cultare G. Elliot Smith 

I] Tur Eanty Euprezs 

The Nile and Egyptian Civilization A, Mores 
The Mesopotamian Civilization L. Delaporte 
The Agean Civilization G. Glotz 

*Minoans, Philistines and Greeks Andrew Robert Burn 

IH Gresce 

The Formation of the Greek People A, Jardé 

"Ancient Greece at Work G. Glatz 
Religious Thought of Greece L. Gernet and A, Boulanger 
Art in Greece W. Deonna and A. de Ridder 
Greek Thought and the Scientific Spirit L. Robin 
The Greek City and its Institutions G Gloz 
Macedonian Imperialism P. Jouguet 

IV Rowe 

Primitive Italy and Roman Imperialism Léon Homo 
The Roman Spirit in Religion, Thought, and Art 4. Grenier 
Roman Political Institutions Lion Homo 
Rome the Law-Giver J Declarenit 
Economic Life of the Ancient World J. Toutain 


© Aw asterisk denotes that che volume docs svt form part of the Freach collection 
I Bedation def Humanits. 


The Roman World 

“Ancient Rome at Work 

The Rise of the Celts 

The Greatness and Decline of the Celts 


V_ Brronn tue Roman Expres 
Germany and the Roman Empire 
Ancient Persia and Iranian Civilization 
Chinese Civilization 
Chinese Thought 
°Feudal Japan 

*A Thousand Years of the Tartars 
“Nomads of the European Steppe 

Ancient India 
*The Heroic Age of India 
*Caste and Race in India 
*The Life of Buddha as Legend and History 
*The History of Buddhist Thought 


Victor Chapot 
Paul Louis 
A. Hubert 
H. Hubert 


H. Hubert 
Clement Huart 
M. Granet 

M. Granet 

G. F. Hudson 
B. H. Parker 
G. F. Hudson 
P. Masson-Oursel 
N. K. Sidbanta 
G. S, Ghurye 
E. J. Thomas 

_ EF. Thomas 


B. CHRISTIANITY AND THE MIDDLE AGES 


1 Tue Onions o Curistianrty 
Israel, from its Beginnings 
Jesus and the Birth of Christianity 
The Formation of the Church 
The Advance of Christianity 
*History and Literature of Christianity 
Il Tne Breax-vr of tee Ewrize 
The End of the Ancient World 
The Eastern Empire 
Charlemagne 
The Collapse of the Carlovingian Empire 
The Origins of the Slavs 
*Popular Life in the East Roman Empire 
*The Northern Invaders 
UI Reticrous Imrearauiom 
Islam and Mahomet 
‘The Advance of Islam 
Christendom and the Crusades 
‘The Organization of the Church 
IV Tae Aer or tHe Mippte Aczs 
‘The Art of the Middle Ages 
"The Papacy and the Arts 
V_ Reconsrrrorion or Monaxcurc Power 
‘The Foundation of Modern Monarchies 
The Growth of Public Administration 
‘The Organization of Law 


Adolphe Lods 
C. Guignebert 
C. Guignebert 
C. Guignebert 

P. de Labriolle 


Ferdinand Lot 
C. Disbl 

L. Halpben 
Ferdinand Lot 
(Ed.) P. Boyer 
Norman Baynes 
B.S. Phillpotts 


E. Doutte 

L. Barrau-Dibigo 
P. Alpbandéry 
R. Genestal 


P. Lorguet 
EB. Strong 


C. Petit-Dutatllis 


E. Meysial 
BE. Meyniei 


VI Soctat ann Economic Evowurion 


The Development of Rural and Town Life G. Beurgin 
Maritime Trade and the Merchant Gilds P. Boissonnads 
*The Court of Burgundy Ovo Cartelliert 
“Life and Work in Medieval Europe P, Boissonnade 
*The Life of Women in Medieval Times Eileen Power 


"Travel and Travellers of the Middle Ages (Ed.) 4. P. Newten 
°Chivalry and its Historical Significance  (Ed.) Edgar Prestage 


VIL lereciacruat Evorvtion 


VI 


Education in the Middle Ages G. Huismen 
Philosophy in the Middle Ages - E. Brebier 
Science in the Middle Ages Abel Rey and P. Boutroux 
II From tuz Mropte Aczs to Moperw Tiszs 
Nations of Western and Central Europe P. Lorguet 
Russians, Byzantines, and Mongols (Ed.) P. Boyer 
The Birth of the Book G. Renaudes 
*The Grandeur and Decline of Spain C Hughes Hartmann 
°The Influence of Scandinavia on England M. E. Seaton 
*The Philosophy of Capitalism T. E. Gregory 


*The Prelude to the Machine Age Mrs. Bertrand Russelt 
*Life and Work in Modern Europe G. Renerd and G. Weulersse 
“London Life in the Eighteenth Century M. Dorothy George 
*China and Europe in the Eighteenth Century 4. Reichwein 


A special group of volumes will be devoted to 


«) 


(2) 


Suaject Hisroxes 

°The History of Medicine C. G. Cumston 
“The History of Witchcraft Montague Summers 
*The Geography of Witchcraft Montague Summers 
*The History of Money 1. E. Gregory 
*The History of Taste J. Tsaac 
*The History of Oriental Literatore E. Powys Mathers 
*The History of Music Cecil Gray 
Hisrorica, Etunoxocy 

*The Ethnology of Africa L. H. Dudley Buxton 
“The Peoples of Asia L H. Dudley Buxton 
*The Threshold of the Pacific C, E. Fox 
"The South American Indians Rafael Karsten 
*The American Indian Frontier J. G. Macleod 
°The Ethnology of Indis T. C, Hodson 
*Death Customs E. Bendenn 


In the Sections devoted to MODERN HISTORY the majority of titles 


will be announced later. 


VOLUMES PUBLISHED 


The following volumes have already been issued, They are arranged 
roughly in the order in which they were published. But their place in the 
scheme of the whole series may be discovered from the list above : 


THE EARTH BEFORE HISTORY: Maw’s Origin and the 
Origin of Life 

By EDMOND PERRIER, late Hon. Director of the Natural History 

Museum of France. 
With 4 maps, 15s. net 

“Te goes back to the birth of the world and the transformations of land and 
water, and takes us through the growth of life on the planet, the primitive 
animal forms, the peopling of the seas, and the forms of life in the primary, 
secondary, and tertiary periods, to the growth of the human form. Thus, 


ing from the origin of matter, it leads us in easy stages to boma sapiens himself.” 
Daily Newt. 





“ A remarkable volume,.”—Y orkshire Post, 


PREHISTORIC MAN: 4 General Outline of Prebistory 

By JACQUES DE MORGAN, late Director of Antiquities in Egypt. 

With 190 illustrations and maps, 128. 6d. net. 

* A notable and eminently readable study in the early history of civilization, 
and one well worth its place in the great series now being issued by the publishers. 
It beara on every page the impress of the personality of its author, who strives 
to give the reader a clear, composite picture of early civilization taking one topic 
after another,”—Nation. 

“A masterly summary of our present knowledge at alow price. As a full 
survey the book has no rival, and its value is enhanced by the lavish illustrations.” 

New Leader. 





SOCIAL ORGANIZATION 
By W. H. R. RIVERS, LL.D., F.R.S. Preface by Proresson G. 
Exuor Sart. 
Third edition, tos. 6d. net. 

* Social Organization is the first volume of the series of historical works on the 
whole range of human activity. May the present book be of good angury for the 
rest! ‘To maintain so high a standard of originality and thoroughness will be 
no casy task.” —Jaxz Hanniton, in Nation, 

‘The book is a great contribution to the sum of human knowledge in the 
region of pure sociology.”—Deily Newt. 
6 


THE THRESHOLD OF THE PACIFIC: an 4ecount of 
the Social Organization, Magic, and Religion of the People 
of San Cristoval in tke Solomon Islands 

By C. E, FOX, Lrre.D. Preface by Paoresson G. Exttor Surts. 
With 14 plates and go text illustrations, 18s. net. 
A masterpiece, One of the very best contributions to ethnology we pores. 

It has, besides its intrinsic value as a masterly record of savage life, also an in- 

direct one ; it is a remarkable testimony to the indispensable need of scientific 

method for the observer, His account of magical ritual and spells will become 

a classical source for students. The account of the life-history of the individual 

ie i depicted with 1 clearness and fulness unrivalled in ethnographic literature 

"—Times Literary Supplement. 


LANGUAGE: a Linguistic Introduction to History 


By J. VENDRYES, Professor in the University of Paris 
Second impression. 16s. net. 

“ A book remarkable for its erudition and equally remarkable for originality 
and independence of thought.” —Sunday Times. 

‘As an introduction to philology this volume is a splendid piece of haute 
vulgarisation, for which anyone who at all loves words or who is at all curious 
about Language, must be grateful. It covers nearly all the ground from every 
useful angle. A wide, level-headed and erudite study.”—Nation, 


A GEOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION TO HISTORY 

By LUCIEN FEBVRE, Professor in the University of Strasburg 

Second impression. With 7 maps, 16s. net. 

“ A masterpiece of criticism, as witty as it is well-informed, and teeming with 

nice observations and delicate turns of argument and phrase.” 
Times Literary Supplement, 

“A broad, clear-headed introduction to the fascinating study of human 
geography. It is much more than a text-book for the student: it is a work 
that anyone with no knowledge of geography can read with avidity, for it is the 
greatest of pleasures to watch the clear logical thought of the writer rapidly 
treating with masterly power these great and important topics.”— Nation. 


THE HISTORY AND LITERATURE OF 
CHRISTIANITY : from Tertullian to Boethius 

By PIERRE DE LABRIOLLE, Professor of Literature at the 

Untverzity of Poitiers. Foreword by Canpinar Gasquet. 
25s. net. 

“A masterly yolame. A scholar of the finest accomplishment, an enthusiast 
for his subject, and himself an artist in letters, he has produced a book compre- 
hensive and authoritative, and also a joy to read from the first page to the last.” 


Universe 
“ Thisinteresting and valuable book.”—W. L. Couerarr, in Daily Telegraph. 


LONDON LIFE IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 
By M. DOROTHY GEORGE. 
Second impression. With 8 plates, 21s. net. 

* Mrs. George, by her comalative method, imparts a shuddering impression 
of the brutalised life led by the masses under the firse two Georges. Her work 
is full of eloquent detail. Al} who like to get at close quartere with history will 
feel immensely debtors to her industrious research and faculty of clear statement. 
And she will have the satisfaction of restoring faith to many minds in the reality 
of progress.” —Observer. 

“One of the best pieces of research in social and economic history which 
have appeared for many years.”—Natien. 


A THOUSAND YEARS OF THE TARTARS 
By E. H. PARKER, Professor of Chinese in the Fictoria University 
of Manchester, 
With § illustrations and maps, 128. 6d. net 


“ Profemor Parker takes us back to a period roughly contemporaneous with 
that of the foundation of the Roman empire, and shows their history to be, like 
that of the Northern barbarians and Rome, a constant struggle with China. 
With an unfamiliar subject the book is not an easy one to read, but the author 
han done all that was possible to enliven his subject and has certainly succeeded 
in giving us a most valuable text-book."—Saturday Review, 


CHINA AND EUROPE: their Intellectual and Artistic 
Relations in the Eighteenth Century 
By ADOLPH REICHWEIN. 
With 24 plates, 12. 6d. net. 

“* Among the volumes of the monumental History of Civilization, thie study 
of the influence of Chinese art and thought on the European art and thought 
of the eighteenth century will find not the least popular and distinguished place. 
The chapter headed * Rococo’ will be of especial interest to connoiseurt. . . 
‘The illustrations are numerous and beautiful.”—Suadey Times. 

A fascinating subject. ‘The references to literature are admirably full and 
complete.”"—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE DAWN OF EUROPEAN CIVILIZATION 
By V. GORDON CHILDE, B.Lirr. 

Second Impression. With 198 illustrations and 4 maps, 168. net. 

“ Higher praise of Mr. Childe’s book, which forms a volume of the monu- 
mental History of Civilization, could scarcely be given than to say that it isin all 
respects worthy of the volumes which preceded it.”—Sunday Times, 

“ He has done a very great service to learning, and givea a clear and reliabie 
outline of the earliest civilization of Europe. His book ‘ fills gap’ indeed.” 

ahen. 
“ A very fine piece of work.”—Menchester Guardian, 





MESOPOTAMIA: the Babylonian and Assyrian Civili- 
zation 
By L. DELAPORTE, Professor in the Catholic Institute of Paris. 
With 60 illustrations and maps, 16a, net. 


“ This book is for the most part very good. The author has handled his 
dificult materia) cleverly. Where be succeeds is in his admirably written 
description of the social life, of which he make ating story. Here is 
presented an entertaining picture of theinhabitantsin 2000 3.c. ‘Then from the 
earlier Babylonians he passes to the Assyrians, dealing with them ina similar 
excellent way. This is one of the best books of its kind which we have seen for 
some time."—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE AEGEAN CIVILIZATION 
By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Paris 
With 4 plates, 87 text Wustrations, and 3 maps, 16s. net. 

“ Thisis a marvellous summary, divided into four books, describing in detail 
the material, social, religious, artistic and intellectual life of the people. Every 
one of these sections is full of interesting and new knowledge. A wonderful 
book, thoroughly scholarly and attractive in presentation.”"—Birmingbam Post 

“Reads like a romance . presents a very vivid picture of thia 
marvellous civilization.” —Times Literary Supplemens. 


THE PEOPLES OF ASIA 
By L.H DUDLEY BUXTON, M.A., F.S.A., Lecturer in Physical 
Anthropology in the University of Oxford 
With 8 plates, ras. 6d. net. 


“ Although the physical characters of the principal racial strainaare described 
in some detail, the author keeps before his readers the bearing of these data upon 
the broader problems of racial distribution, as well as the intensely interesting 
question of the interaction of race, environment, and modification by contact 
due to migration. The exposition of anthropological method given in an 
introductory chapter ix admirably lucid.”"—Manchester Guardian. 


RACE AND HISTORY: an Ethnological Introduction to 
History 

By E. PITTARD, Professor of Anthropology in the University of 
Geneva. 

Second Impression. With 9 illustrations and maps, 213. net. 

A companion to Febvre's Geographical Introduction to History, which 
estimated the value of “‘ environment ” as a factor in history, while the present 
volume considers the “ racial” factor. “ No one is better qualified to compose 
a thoroughly level-headed treatise on the subject of race. For the 
who occupy a conspicuous place in history, and especially the peoples of Europe, 
no better guide could be found.” —Times Liserary Supplement. 


9 








LIFE AND WORK IN MEDIEVAL EUROPE, from the 
Fifth to the Fifteenth Century 

By P. BOISSONNADE, Professor in the University of Poitiers. 

Translated with an Introduction by Esrzew Powen, D.Litt. 
With 8 plates, 16s. net. 

“ His work is so interesting that it is to be hoped he will follow Sir James 
Prazer’s admirable example and take each chapter in tum for the purpove of 
converting its highly concentrated ensence of history into a more ample dish for 
scholars. His subject is attractive and his pages are eminently readable by 
laymen.”—-Times Literary Supplemens. 

“There ia no book in English which gives v0 clear and comprehensive a view 
of the labour question all through the Middle Ages. Readers will find no single 
volume so useful and so readable as this.”"—G. G. Courton, in Observer. 


LIFE AND WORK IN MODERN EUROPE, from the 
Fifteenth to the Eighteenth Century 

By G. RENARD, Professor at she College of France, and G 
WEULERSSE, Professor at the Lycee Carnot. Introduction by Esuten 
Power, D. Litt. Reader in Economic History in the University of London. 

With 8 plates, 16s. net. 

“This can certainly be pronounced « most useful book. There is nothing 
that covers anything like the same ground, indeed, there is actu.lly no book in 
English which even pretends to give an outline of European cconomic history 
asawhole, [¢ is interestingly written, and is « storehouse of valuable informa~ 
tion,"—New Statesman, 


TRAVEL AND TRAVELLERS OF THE MIDDLE AGES 

Edited by A. P, NEWTON, Rhodes Professor of Imperial History in 
the University of London. 

Sccond impression. With 8 plates and maps, 12s. 6d. net. 

“ This work is no mere collection of stray essays, but in some respects the 
most important contribution to the history of medieval travel since Professor 
Beazley's Dawn of Modern Geography and the new edition of Yule's Cathay. 
. « «We have said enough to indicate that this work is one which should 
appeal both to the general reader and to the scholar. ‘The illustrations are 
good."—Times Literary Supplement. 


CHIVALRY: Jts Historical Significance and Civilizing Influence 
Edited by EDGAR PRESTAGE, Camiens Professor in the 
University of London. 
With 24 full-page plates, 15s. net. 

“This is an excellent book, st once learned and entertaining, a valuable 
addition to our painfully limited library of medieval studies. The book is worth 
having, and there ia an abundance of beautiful ilustrations."”—Daily New. 

“An equally interesting and beautiful volume, a piece of work which appeals 
alike to the general reader and to the specialist in history.”"—Journal of Education. 
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ANCIENT GREECE AT WORK: an Economic History of 
Greece from the Homeric Period to the Roman Conquest 
By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Paris 
With 49 illustrations, 16s. net. 

“This is a learned but thoroughly interesting description of farming, 
industry, and business in general in ancient Greece, and should interest the 
student of economics as well as the classical scholar, since it shows practices 
developing from their simplest form. Besides giving hard economiz facts the 
author mates interesting remarks on the Greek attitude to slaves, to foreigners, 
and to labour. This is a very readable and unusual book."—Spectator. 

“A really fascinating economic history of the Greek people.”—Nino Leader. 


THE FORMATION OF THE GREEK PEOPLE 


By A. JARDE, Professor of History at the Lycée Lakanal. 
With 7 maps, 16s. net. 

“One reader at least will tell the world he has enjoyed thie book, has 
profited by it, and is not yet done with it ; he means to uve it again, and mean- 
while ventures to teil others interested that this is a book for them.”—~Nation. 

“ He has given his readers an analysis of the course of events in the various 
City states in their external relations inter s¢ and with other peoples, of their 
political, social, and intelectual development, of Hellenic expansion and of 
Hellenic unity, which is litde short of brilliant.”~ Nature, 


THE ARYANS: a Study of Indo-European Origins 

By V. GORDON CHILDE, B.Lits. 

With 8 plates, 28 text illustrations, and a map, tos. 6d. net. 

“Mr. Childe has followed up his interesting book, Tée Dawn of European 
Civilization, with another archeological study not Jess scholarly and sound. 
By a joint use of philological deduction and archeological induction, he contrives 
a thoroughly scientific handling of the problem.”~ Times Literary Supplement. 

“ Here is a book that must be of perennial interest, for it covers the whole 
field to the time of writing, and is precisely what a work dealing with problems 
of enormous intricacy should be.”—Nevw Statesman. 


FROM TRIBE TO EMPIRE: Social Organization among the 
Primitives and in the Ancient East 

By A. MORET, Professor in the University of Paris, and G. DAVY, 
of the University of Dijon. 

With 47 illustrations and 7 maps, 16s. net. 

“ The object of the authors of this valuable addition to the series is to 
demonstrate how Empires grew from the primitive totemistic clan. Teaving 
M. Davy’s excited, learned, and highly controversial dissertation on primitive 
society for M. Moret’s calm review of the history of the Ancient East is like 
passing from etorm into quiet. M. Moret’s story remains the most lucid and 
satiefactory general survey of the Ancient East that has yet appeared. It is the 
very romance of history, and he would be dull indeed who did not find recreation 
and delight in these stirring pages.”—New Staterman, 


THE HISTORY OF MEDICINE, from she time of the 
Pharaohs to the end of the Eighteenth Century 
By C. G. CUMSTON, M.D. 
With 24 plates, 16s. net. 

“ Will be an invaluable source of reference tm those who wisely remain students 
all their days. Beginning with the first dynasty of the Pharaohs, the ideas and 
the personalities of medicine are described in a manner which compels wonder 
for the amount of literary research, thought, and time which must have been 
devoted to its construction.”—British Medical Journal. 

“The book should be as interesting to the general public as to the 
doctors.” Sunday Times. 


THE HISTORY OF WITCHCRAFT AND - 
DEMONOLOGY 
By MONTAGUE SUMMERS, editor of Congreve, Wycherley, etc 
With 8 full-page plates, rzs. 6d. net. 

“Mr, Summers has just the literary style to do justice to the stewing of 
witches’ broth or the licentious dancing of the Sabbat. This book is one of the 
most masterly products of peychological-historical literature; and one feels 
that the editor of this learned series was perfectly justified in including in it 
auch a storehouse of facts. Mr. Summers has our hearty thanks, His book is 


enthralling."—-Ouslook, 
“No more learned, no more copiously documented work on the subject has 


wen the light for a long while." Birmingham Pest, 


THE GEOGRAPHY OF WITCHCRAFT 

By MONTAGUE SUMMERS. 

With 8 full-page plates, 21s. net. 

“ The Histery described the general characteristics of European witchcraft 
in the middle ages; the present volume givcs particulary of actual witches in 
the various countries of Western Europe. Mr. Summers includes within the 
scope of his exceedingly painstaking work all the varieties of the black art, from 
cattle laming to the concoction of love philtres, to demoniac possession and 
unnatural vice. The book is beautifully produced and contains some excellent 
illustrations.” —Speciater. 


THE CIVILIZATION OF THE SOUTH AMERICAN 
INDIANS, with special reference to Magic and Religion 

By RAFAEL KARSTEN, Pb.D., Professor at the University of 

Finland, Heltingfors. Preface by Paorrswor E. Westemmancx. 
258. net. 

“A very solid piece of work. . . Whether Professor Karsten be right or 
wrong in his contentions, his book can be read with the utmost profit, because 
he cites the evidence fully and fairly." Times Literary Supplement. 

“Dr, Karsten can congratulate himself on having written a work that will 
form not merely a contribution to the ethnology of South America, but also a 
valuable addition to the umall number of really useful works on the ideas of the 
teas cultured peoples."—Saturdey Review. 





PRIMITIVE ITALY, and the Beginnings of Roman 
Imperialism 
By LEON HOMO, Prefessor in the University of Lyons. 
With 13 maps and plans, 16s. net. 
“ This able and scholarly work, which has sammoned to its aid all the resources 


of anthropology archaology, epigraphy and philology. | Here is lid bare the rea 
hisory of Rome’s origins, and especially of her Etruscan origins. A volume 
tific caution and 2 marked power of lucid recon- 








“ He gives usa spirited account of the development of Rome from her obscure 
ongins to her establishment as the dominant power of the Mediterranean world, 
It would be hard to find a clearer or better Proportioned account of the stages 
by which Rome achieved the miracle... ”—Times Literary Supplement. 


ANCIENT ROME AT WORK: an Economic History of 
Rome from the Origins to the Empire 
By PAUL LOUIS. 
With 4 illustrations and 6 maps, 16s, net. 

‘The main stages in Rome’s imperial progress are indicated, and the eco- 
nomic causes of her decline are adequately analysed. Agriculture and commerce, 
industry and finance, roads and communications, slavery and its developments, 
the rise of the colonate, and the influence of guilds are dealt with in turn, and 
their bearing on society and the social structure are discused. . . . The 
volume presents a vivid, rapidly-moving picture of the economics of the Roman 
State.”—Temes Literary Supplement. 


THE ROMAN SPIRIT in Religion, Thought, and Art 
By A. GRENIER, Professor in the University of Sirasburg. 
With 16 plates and 16 text illustrations, 16s. net. 





“ [have not space to set out all the things in the book that have interested 
me and given me pleasure, The sections on religion and literature are fresh and 
stimulating. The classical scholar and the general reader can be recommended 
alike to read every page of this admirable book,”—Nation, 

“A brilliant interpretation of Latin literature and religion."—Neve Leader. 


ROME THE LAW-GIVER 

By J. DECLAREUIL, Professor in the University of Toulouse. 

16s, net, - 

“The level of scholarship is extremely high, and the treatment hardly more 
technical than the subject-matter demands, The author traces the develop- 
ment of Roman law from its origin to ite codification, and on to the later 
refinements which in their range, subtlety, and realistic logic have given it such 
unrivalled universality and completeness. While recommending this valuable 
synopsis as 2 whole, So Feay mas as specaly Sgoeicanr the, chapter 28 the 
organization of credit."—Saturday Review. 
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THE LIFE OF BUDDHA, as Legend and History 

By E. J. THOMAS, D.Lrrr, Under Librarian in the University 
Library, Cambridge. 

Second edition. With 4 plates and a map, 12s. 6d. net. 

“ He has produced an authoritative account of all shat is known of the life 
of the great teacher, We would recommend this important work to all interested 
in Eastern philosophy.”"—Spectator. 

“The treatment of his subject is as thorough as one could with, His know- 
ledge of the sources, his historical sense, and the soundness of his judgment make 
him a «afe guide in a field in which there are many pitfalls. The book is a worthy 
addition to a notable scries.”—Manchester Guardian. 


ANCIENT PERSIA, and Iranian Civilization 
By CLEMENT HUART, Member of the Institute of France. 
With 4 plates, 35 text illustrations, and a map, 12s. 6d. net. 

“A very good account of the cultural history of old Iran. A vivid picture 
of the country and an account of the scripts is followed by a history of the Achie- 
menids, Arsacids, and Sassanids. The real value of the book consists in the 
excellent analyses of the cultural data referring to cach epoch ; the social organi- 
zation, the religious cults and beliefs, and the artistic productions. The powerful 
character sketches of the monarchs and heroes receive new life from the back- 
ground in which they are set.”—Nature. 

“ An admirable epitome of the known facts.”—New Statesman. 


ART IN GREECE 

By A. ve RIDDER, Curator at the Louvre Museum, and 

W. DEONNA, Director of the Geneva Museum of Art and History. 
With z4 plates and 66 text illustrations, 21s. net. 

“ A fascinating addition to the series. ‘The authors have written attractively 
not only of Greek art Jrom its beginnings to the Hellenistic period and its final 
declme, but of everyday Greck life and its relation to art and the artists of the 
time."—Daily News. 

Even on the most familiar ground it is remarkably freth and penetrating.” 
Naw Statesman. 


MONEY AND MONETARY POLICY IN EARLY TIMES 

By A. R. BURNS, B.Sc. Econ. 

With 16 plates, 258. ner. 

“ He has treated the subject with care and caution and shown clearly what the 
puzzles are. He desl mainly with Greece and Rome, slightly with Assyria, and 
gives a paragraph at the end of each chapter to the wholly independent and 
interesting coinage of China.” —Times Literary Supplement. 

“ He is to be congratulated. The book is a striking contrast co the previous 
superficial treatments of the subject. Documents have been searched and the 
material obtained, digested, and presented in a most readable form.” 

Economist. 
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THE NILE AND EGYPTIAN CIVILIZATION 

By A. MORET, Professor at the College of France. 

With 24 plates, 79 tevt illuetrations and 3 maps, 25s. net. 

© This brilliant story of Egyptian society, M. Moret’s peculiar contribution 
to Fgyprology is that he has taken the disjecta membra of Egyptian histury and 
of them has built anew the living body of that amazing culture. What was it 
that secured to Egypt a civilization more stable than that of any other of the 
great Kingdoms of antiquity? M. Morct tells us. It was the Nile, coupled 
with the establishment of a religions system impasing its sanctions on every 
social duty, Assen in his sympathetic retrospect, this great religion is curiously 
attractive, It was the real moral and spiritual force permeating the whole of 
Foyptian life, Art and science and literature ministered ty it, and it sustained 
for milieniums the most massive, coherent, and amiable civilization the world 
has known.”"—Times Literary Supplemenz. 


THE HISTORY OF MUSIC 


By CECIL GRAY. 

Second impression. 12s. 6d. net. 

“ Here is just the book readers have been looking for, and looking for too 
long in vain. No music-lover would find it other than arresting {rom cover 
to cover. Its distinction of style . . its meticulous accuracy. . 
its fresh and original standpoint. It is not too much to say that it is one uf the 
most illuminating books of this decade.”— Sta Ricnaxn Teray, in Queen, 

“A book which is quite one of the best of its kind.” - Observer. 


THE ROMAN WORLD 
By VICTOR CHAPOT, Professor at the Ecole des Reawy+lrts. 
With 2 plates and 12 maps, 16s. net. 

“This survey of the Roman Empire presents in a compendious form an 
account of the expansion of Rome, the machinery of provincial government, 
and finally a survey of the Empire and its fortunes province by province, ‘This 
is the fullest account of the Empire which has appeared in English since the 
translation of Mommsen’s two volumes nearly fifty years ago. It ia enriched by 
the discoveries that have been made in the meantime, and its excellent bibli- 
ography brings the sources up to date. ‘The volume has some useful maps.” 

Times Literary Supplement, 


MACEDONIAN IMPERIALISM, and the Hellenization of 
the East 

By P. JOUGUET, Profesor in the University of Parts. 

With 7 plates and 5 maps, 213. net. 

“He has told a most fascinating story and told it so well that it forms an 
excellent sequel to the ordinary histories of Greece. Particularly valuable is 
his account of the Hellenization of Asia and of Egypt, of the public and private 
life of the latter, and of the establishment of the Greek and Macedonian military 
and other colonies, To read his book shows that no one can afford to neglect 
the study of the Hellenistic period, which was responsible for many fundamental 
clements of modern civilixation.”—Time: Literary Supplement. 
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THE AMERICAN INDIAN FRONTIER 

By WILLIAM CHRISTIE MACLEOD, Assistant Professer in the 
University of Pennsylvania. 

With 13 maps, 25s. net. 

“Tt in a tale, alike for ite romantic and its historical values, well worth the 
telling ; and it is not likely to find many tellers so competent and to vivid as 
Professor Macleod. His book is an important contribution to historical ethno- 
logy. The picture of American Indian culture drawn, with a wealth of colour 
and atmowphere, by this leading authority is in many ways attractive. The 
erudition is enlivened by innumerable human touches.” —Nato Statesman. 


GREEK THOUGHT, and the Origins of the Scientific Spirit 

By L. ROBIN, Professor in the University of Paris. 

With a map, 21s. net. 

“ His contribution will probably rank as one of the finest in the series. For 
immense erudition combined with perfect clarity of expression the book can 
have few equals.” —Nature. 

“' Apart from his account of the three outstanding figures of Greek philosophy 
[Plato, Aristotle and Pythagoras], a special meed of thanks is due to him for his 
full treatment of Plotinus andof the Stoics. Professor Robin's work is characterized 
throughout by an exceptional sense of proportion.” —Times Literary Supplement. 


LIFE AND WORK IN PREHISTORIC TIMES 

By G. RENARD, Professor at the College of France. 

With 9 plates, 12. 6d. net. 

“ In a text which is always informing and never dull, it is hard to know where 
to begin or when to stop [quoting]. Throughout there is s pithiness of diction 
resulting in memorable epigram. In short, the conjunction of style and matter 
is so fortunate that it gives the whole volume the individuality that marks a 
contribution to literature as contrasted with a mere textbook. The student who 
wishes to use it in the latter capacity will get from it just the right stimulus to 
send him forward. He will be made to realize the importance of the evolution of 
the useful and decorative arts. He will be conducted through a veritable museum 
of curious and telling facts. In short, there is inspiration in everything that 
Profesor Renard has written.”—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE COURT OF BURGUNDY 

By OTTO CARTELLIERI. 

With 25 plates, 21s. net. 

“ Professor Cartellieri chote a period steeped in romantic colour. When he 
began to work he was fascinated by the rich and splendid culture of the brilliant 
court, But there were bigger matters, as he found the more he explored, and 
his attention turned to spiritual and social questions. The result is the work 
of a specialist, who has the gift of attractively presenting pictures of a strange 
period, its life and manners, its art, literature, and music, its ruler and Court, 
how the knight and the lady lived, the feasta, jousts, and tourneys.”—Times. 

“ His richly-illustrated volume is a learned and engaging guide to the culture 
of late medieval society at its most brilliant.”—Saterday Review. 
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THE HEROIC AGE OF INDIA 
By N. K. SIDHANTA, Professor of English at Lucknow University. 
Jas, 6d. net. 

“A valuable contribution. The Heroic Age is an epoch in practically all 
taces and cultures, They all show characteristics which the Indian age alo 
displays, The Mababbarate is his principal anys the heroes of that epic 
seem near to us. With their drinking and love-making, their chivalry and 
brutality, they are of the schoolboy age of humanity. It is a delightful world 
to which Professor Sidhanta transports us, Not only scholars but all who 
would recapture the illusions of boyhood owe him 2 debt.” 

Times Literary Supplement. 
THE GREEK CITY, and its Jnstitutions 

By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Paris. 

16s, net, 

“The theme of this admirable book is the autonomous Greek city as it 
appeared in time from its first dim beginnings in the Homeric age down to its 
overthrow by Philip of Macedon. It combines great learning with philosophical 
power, and with a pure and lively style. It, of course, contains the facts, but it 
contains much more. His remarks on ostracism and the aclection of magistrates 
by lot are good examples of his knowledge and his reasoning power.” 

Sunday Times, 

“He is eminently qualified to write of Greek institutions, and his account 
of the evolution of man as a ‘ political animal ' in Greece is enriched with the 
results of discovery since the days of Fustel de Coulanges, whom he rivals in 
logic and lucidity." —Times Literary Supplement. 


ROMAN POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS, from City to State 

By LEON HOMO, Professor in the University of Lyons. 

16s, net. 

“ No other Englith book presents in so convenient a form the story of the 
stages through which the Roman Constitution arrived at its ultimate form of 
absolute monarchy and bureaucratic organization. From a description of the 
rise of the oligarchy, he proceeds to give a lively account of the period of transition 
in which the ideals of Pompey and Czsar, Principate and Monarchy, struggle 
for the victory, and goes on to show how the Principate of Augustus passes by 
inevitable development into the military monarchy of the later eg rerio 

Times Literary Se; 
THE ECONOMIC LIFE OF THE ANCIENT WORLD 
By J. TOUTAIN, Sometime Member of the French School at Rome. 
With 6 maps, 160. net. 

“He has written a lucid and attractive volume, mainly concerned with 
Greece and Rome. But he sketches the beginnings of trade in primitive society, 
the history of Carthage, and the dawn of commerce in prehistoric Italy as well 
as the development of Etruria, Those who imagine that capital is a modern 
phenomenon may be commended to the chapter on capitalism in Republican 
Rome from the Punic Wars onwards.”—Specteter. 
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MINOANS, PHILISTINES AND GREEKS : 3.c. 1400-900 

By A. R. BURN, sometime Scholar of Christ Church, Oxford, 

With 16 plates, 1§s. net. 

“ A comprehensive study of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages in the 
Fanern Mediterranean for which there is now ample evidence. The author's 
reconstruction becomes an enthralling, sometimes a thrilling, reanimation, in 
which a continuous narrative is evolved, and the Hebrew legends of the Judges 
and of Saul and Dayid and the Greek epic traditions of Minos and Theseus 
and of the wars of Thebes and Troy are set in historical perspective. A remark- 
able book.”—Morning Post, 


DEATH CUSTOMS : an Analytical Study of Burial Rites 

By E. BENDANN, P4.D., 4.M. 

12s, 6d. net. " 

“ The beliefs and customs associated among primitive peoples with death and 
the disposal of the body make up a complex manifold, the analysis and explana 
tion of which is a rich field for the ethnologist ; they give us too some insight 
into savage philosophy. ‘The author makes an intensive investigation in this 
field, over Melanesia, Australia, North-East Siberia and India. Her criticisms 
on the Diffusionist school are shrewd and her study is to be commended.” 

Times Literary Supplement, 








CHINESE CIVILIZATION 
By M. GRANET, Professor at L’Ecole des Langues Orientales. 
With 12 plates and § maps, 253. net. 

“The imposing story of China’s past achievements becomes a clear account 
of the emergence of an obscure tribe from the unknown lands of central Asia 
to the proud position of leader of Asiatic civilization, The second part of the 
book is devoted to a careful analysis of Chinese society, life, customs, cities, 
feudalism, and the numerous social changes wrought by the change of Court and 
the growth of moral ideals, ‘The author displays a rare combination of re- 
strained imagination and careful scholarship, The book should be read widely, 
and will be 2 necessary part of the equipment of students of Asiatic history for 
some time to come,”—Tbe Spectator. 


THE END OF THE ANCIENT WORLD, and the Beginning 
of the Middle Ages 
By FERDINAND LOT, Professor sm the University of Paris. 
With 3 plates and 3 maps, ats. net. 

“ The author strikes a new note in the theory he puts forward chat the influx 
of the barbarian hordes was not the regenerating element which produced the 
new ideas of the Middle Ages. The author holds that the real regeneration 
of mankind only appeared when Islam challenged the superstition and idolatry 
of the Dark Ages, when the reformed Papacy became at last conscious of its 
mission and when feudalism was able to establish, however imperfectly, something 
which could give rise to the modern state. The book has an excellent biblio- 
gtaphy and index and can be heartily recommended.” —Listener. 

“This masterly book.”—Tbe Spectator. 





ISRAEL, from its Beginnings to the Middle of the Highth 
Century 
By A. LODS, Professor at the Sorbonne. 


With 12 plates and 41 maps and text illustrations, 253. net. 

This book fills a distinct gap in the long list of modern books on the Old 
‘Testament. Its peculiar value lies in the careful and Jucid way in which Pro- 
fessor Lods, from his exhaustive knowledge of the results of recent excavation 
in Palestine, has given us a convincing picture of the early cultural background 
of the Hebrew people, enabling us to see the religious, social, and political life 
of Canaan when Abraham and his descendants were settling down in the 
land, ‘rhe effect of the culture of the great empires of Egypt and Babylon 
upon Canaan is drawn in bold outlines, giving us the cluc to the unique develop 
ment of Hebrew religion, at once influenced by and protesting against the 
religious and social patterns of its environment, 


CASTE AND RACE IN INDIA 
By G. §. GHURYE, Reader in Sociology, Bombay University. 
108, 6d. net. 

One of the most remarkable devetopments in the history of sociology is the 
institution of caste. To grasp its significance is one of the first requirements 
for understanding some of the problems of modern India, the history of ite 
social structure, its complex religious development, and its future destiny, ‘This 
volume has been written by an Indian author who knows the actual facts from 
within, and who has combined a mastery of the principles of anthropological 
science with a knowledge of the modern theorics of caste. 


THE HISTORY OF BUDDHIST THOUGHT 
By E. J. THOMAS, D.Lrrt., awthor of “ The Life of Buddha”, 
With 4 plates, 15s. net. 

“Dr Thomas’s fine history . To approach Buddhism one must learn 
Buddha's aim. It was astonit simple. Buddha believed in rte-bdirth. 
It clarified the problem of injustice, He was far too practical to care for 
metaphysics or fruitless debate. But Buddha’s followers had no such self- 
denying wisdom, and the bulk of the commentaries is reckoned to be 700 times 
that of the Bible. Dr Thomas’s erudition in winnowing this haystack is 
astonishing ; moreover he makes it live.” —The Observer. 


THE RISE OF THE CELTS 
By H. HUBERT. 
With 47 illustrations and 12 maps, 16s. net. 


“The whole problem has never been more completely surveyed than it was 
by the late M. Henri Hubert. He spent 2 lifetime on it. . . . Taking a0 
his starting point the Indo-European unity, of which he sees signs in the East, 
he produced in this, che first attempt to construct a history of all the Celts and 
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4a picture of all the Celtic world, s vast encyclopedia, conceived, however, in the 
spirit of that finely co-ordinated literary unity in which the French mind excels. 
. . . From the welter of varied data M. Hubert traces the migration of the 
Celts, and distinguishes more clearly than his predecessors the two great groups, 

the Brythons of the Continent and Britain, and the Goidels of Ireland and 


Scotland. . . . He had the double competence of a Celticist and an Assyrio- 
logise ; and his whole carcer was inspired by the gift of synthesis.” 
Sunday Times. 


THE GREATNESS AND DECLINE OF THE CELTS 

By H. HUBERT. 

With 3 maps, 16s. net. 

‘This volume deals with the period of greatest Celtic expansion and the 
subsequent decline. Ie describes Celtic settlements in Italy, ia, Spain, 
Gaul and the Danube valley; the adventures of Celtic mercenaries in Egypt 
and elsewhere on the Mediterranean ; the conquest of Celtic countries by the 
Roman Empire; and later struggles with invaders in Ireland, Scotland, and 
Wales, A great part of the book is given to a survey of the whc'e of ancient 
Celtic life, including such subjects as the survival of primitive customs like 
potlatch and headhunting, the nature of the clan, the influence of the Druids 
and the morality of honour. 


ANCIENT INDIA, and Indian Civilization 
By P. MASSON-OURSEL, H. WILLMAN-GRABOWSKA, and 
P. STERN. 
With 40 illustrations and 5 maps, about 16s. net. 


This work presents native, pre-Moslem India. A description of the country 
aH its races is followed by a summary of ite history and an examination of 
ical, social and economic life. In the largest section, dealing with the 
religions and philosophies, the authors, while emphasizing the different way in 
which the Indian mind works from the Western, give the essence of the various 
beliefs and theories with remarkable clarity. The section on literature, with 
ita deligheful summaries of the plots of epics, plays, and stories, and that on art, 
with its interesting remarks on Indian and Western taste, complete a glowing 
but accurate picture of 2 past world. 








Ready shortly : 
JESUS 
By C. GUIGNEBERT. 


